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April 27, 2004

Mr. Thomas Grim

Document Manager

National Nuclear Security Administration
Livermore Site Office, 1.-293

7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA 94550-9234

Phone (925) 422-0704

RE: Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS Comments

Dear Mr. Grim:

GreenLaw is a student-run organization at the University of Washington School of Law

that focuses on environmental outreach, education, and advocacy. This letter is to serve as our

public comment on the Draft Site Wide Envirc | Impact S for Continued
Operation of Lawrence Livermore National Lat y and Suppl | Stockpile Stewardship
and M Pre ic Envirc | Impact § (DOE/EIS-0348, DOEEIS-

0236-83) (“SW/SPEIS").

The purpose of every envi | impact is to provide information 1o

government officials and the public as to the possible adverse effects of proposed actions, so that
the agency can make informed decisions. The National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA™)
refers to this as giving environmental values “appropriate consideration in decision making” 42
U.S.C. § 4332, Sec. 102(B). The Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ") reflects the same
sentiment by stating: “NEPA procedures must ensure that environmental information is available
to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken,” 40
C.F.R. 1500.1(b). The Department of Energy (“DOE") affirms its commitment to these ideas,
stating: “It is DOE's policy to follow the letter and spirit of NEPA; comply fully with the CEQ

Regulations....” 10 CFR 1021.101. Despite this assertion, the SW/SPEIS lives up to neither the

letter nor the spirit of NEPA and the CEQ guidelines. In form and content, this document fails to

provide adequate und ling of the envi | impacts and availablealternatives of the

1/3104 proposed actions at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (“LLNL”) (including Site
300). Ultimately, this EIS does not supportinformed agency decision making, validating instead
existing DOE decisions.

Our comments and concems about the SW/SPEIS are broken down into the following

cight ies: The National Ignition Facility; 1 d Technology Project; Higher Material

Allowances; Waste Stream; D issioning and D ination, Building Upgrades, & New
Construction; Security Risks; Intenational Treaties; and Alternatives Analysis. Each section
deals with some of the problems, concemns, questions, and inadequacies related to that portion of
the SW/PELS.

In addition to these particular concerns, we found general inadequacies in the document’s
analysis and description of impacts of the SW/PEIS, including:

o Use of imprecise and undefined | (e.g., “minimal i o

2/31.06 significant impacts” and “adverse™);
31.02 o A tendency to segment impacts into discrete categories rather than considerin
P 2 2

synergistic effects;

3/22.02 o Failure to consider the impacts that waste production will inevitably have at off-
) site disposal locations and on transportation routes;
o Consideration of impacts on a mere ten-year scale rather than a long term basis

that realistically encompasses the environmental impact of proposed decisions;

2/31.06 o Consi fe tod such as previous EISs, that are not readily
31.02 available.
cont. Ultimately, the EIS leaves us without an adequate und ding of the itude, duration, and

extent of the effects of the proposed actions at LLNL.

The following are some of our specific concerns:

ra
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L. THE NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

NRDC v. Pena and the requirements of NEPA

The Department of Energy attempts to satisfy the court’s order in NRDC v. Pena by including a

Supplemental Stockpile and S iship Manag Progr ic Envi | Impact
5 pertaining to the National Ignition Facility (“NIF”) in the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (LLNL) Site-Wide Envi I Impact § (jointly referred to as

“SW/SPEIS”). The DOE claims that this will ensure the timely analysis of the proposed use of
new materials at the NIF within the envi | imp being evaluated for the overall
4/26.02| continued operation of the LLNL.

DOE’s attempt to analyze the environmental impacts of the use of new materials at the NIF in
the course of a SW/SPEIS, rather than in a court-ordered Suppl | Progr ic EIS,

undermines the court’s intent in Pena. By relying on a SW/SPEIS, the DOE ignores the

procedural considerations of synergistic and cumulative effects, scope of altematives, and tiering
under NEPA.

A. Synergistic and Cumulative Effects

Due to the cumulative and synergistic effects that use of these new materials will have within the

Stockpile S Iship and M;

2 Program, and the material differences in objective
between a Site-Wide EIS and a Programmatic EIS, only analysis on a program level is sufficient

here. See fzaak Walton League of America v Marsh, 655 F.2d 346 (D.C. Cir., 1981) citing

5/31.06
07.02

Kleppe v Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 410 n.20 (1976.) (“A comprehensive impact stalement may
be necessary in some cases for an agency to meet this duty. Thus, when several proposals for
coal-related actions that will have cumulative or synergistic environmental impact upon a region

are pending concurrently before an agency, their environmental consequences must be

dered toseth + throusl hens Aerati di |
e gether. Only ch comp ation of p proposals can the

GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law
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agency evaluate different courses of action.”) In section M.3.2.1, DOE exemplifies these wide-
reaching effects when it indicates that after a plutonium experiment, disassembled containment
5/31.06 pe

07.02 | vessels will be sent to the Nevada Test Site. DOE goes on to d a lack of |

cont. wide analysis when it fails to address cumulative effects of this waste at the Nevada Test Site.

In Section M.3.2.2, the SW/SPEIS also says that materials (depleted uranium, highly enriched

h 232, I grade plutonium, tritium) will come from the LLNL tritium
facility or the Los Alamos National Laboratory in New Mexico. DOE fails to describe how and
by what route these materials will be transported.

In Section M.5.2.11 DOE indicates that the exposure from transport by trucks is negligible.
However, they fail to address effects of sitting in traffic next to one of these trucks for an
extended period of time (which some sources say might deliver the equivalent of one x-ray worth

of radiation). More glaringly, the DOE omits discussion of any reasonably foreseeable

6/20.01
26.04

consequences from accidents. Nuclear materials trucks are as susceptible to mechanical defects
as any other vehicles, as an incident in Bremerton, Washington demonstrated two years ago. See
Appendix I, Larry Lange, Nuclear materials truck disabled on highway, Seattle Post-
Intelligencer (2002). Transport via major highways and through large cities also creates a
likelihood of multi-vehicle accidents. The DOE should address these reasonably foreseeable
impacts.

Lastly, in Section M.3.1.6, the SW/SPEI% ines the dece issioning and dec ination

of the NIF which is expected 10 generate a total of 263 cubic meters of low level waste and 226
7/22.02 cubic meters of hazardous waste. DOE does not clarify the proposed processes for use or

disposal of the waste.

B. Scope of Alternatives
Analysis of “alternatives including the proposed action™ is “al the heart of an environmental
8/31.01 | impact statement,” and requires that agencies reasonably explore and objectively evaluate all

reasonable alternatives. 40 CFR 1502.14 (1978). The lack of synergistic and programmatic

March 2005

2-119



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

LLNL SVM/SPEIS

GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law
Page 5 of 66

8/31.01| analyses of these new materials stems in part from an inadequate scope of al i DOE

cont. abused its discretion in providing such a limited scope of alternatives. The SW/SPEIS only
examines three potential alternatives (no action, proposed action, and reduced operation), and
9/31.01 does not indicate the preferred alternative as required by CEQ regulations. This limited

examination of alternatives does not meet the NEPA requirement to reasonably explore and

objectively eval all ble al ives. Furthermore, despite DOE’s assertion to the

10/26.01

contrary, an alternative proposing the cessation of operations at the NIF would not be

unreasonable because the purpose and need is not justified.

DOE states that the purpose of the NIF is to support the need to di le and

P

smaller stockpiles and to prevent the spread and use of nuclear weapons worldwide, However,
11/26.01] the reported experimental capabilities of the NIF, especially with these new materials, exceed the
scope of the purpose and need without justification. The SW/SPEIS discusses the use of the
NIF, but fails to adequately examine the urgency or the need for the experiments. More

information must be provided to justify the need for reaching ignition and thermonuclear burn.

C. Tiering
Although agencies may incorporate certain materials by reference, they may not “tier” their Site-
Wide EIS to a broader management program where program itself has not been subject to NEPA
procedures, even if this will result in a less bulky Envi | Impact § (EIS). 42
US.CA §4321 et seq.; 40 C.E.R. §§ 1502.20-1502.21. Northcoast Environmental Center v,
Glickman, 136 F.3d. 660 (9" Cir. 1998). DOE is attempting to tier impact statements in a
12/31.05| manner that is inconsi with the inft d agency decision process that is at the heart of
MNEPA. In order to make an informed program-level decision, DOE should do more than

proceed immediately to analysis of impacts at the site-wide level. 1t should analyze program-
level impacts affected by use of off-site raw materials, generation of waste streams, and

transportation to and from LLNL. By analyzing the impacts of new materials at a site-wide

level, DOE relies improperly on an existing prog decision that was made without information

about the use of these particular materials.

GreenL aw, Univer sity of Washington School of Law
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13/27.01

14/25.01
27.02,
33.01

15/23.02,
33.01

IL. INTEGRATED TECHNOLOGY PROJECT (AVLIS) & PETAWATT LASER

We are satisfied to see that some of the information regarding the Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope
Separation (“AVLIS") and/or Integrated Technology Project (“ITP”) has not been classified.
However, we have several concerns related to the ITP as described in Appendix N. In general,
the analysis is inaccessible to the average reader and fails to provide an understandable

comparison of the long-term health and safety risks associated with the ITP.

Programmatic EIS for ITP
The ITP was not idered in an Envi 1A and is proposed for the first time

in this SWEIS. The ITP will involve many different DOE sites and will pose programmatic risks
in terms of feed materials - containers — transportation routes, waste streams and ultimate
disposition. The SWEIS should provide an evaluation of real alternatives to the 1TP that
addresses whether the LLNL is an appropriate location for the project and considers alternatives

beyond the limited scope of the proposed action, no action, and reduced action alternatives.

Plutonium Increase

Section 3.3.4 of the SW/SPEIS indicates that the plutonium increase would be from 20 kilograms
in any room to 60 kilograms in each of two rooms. However, the SW/SPEIS states that
environmental evaluations were performed with 60 kilograms of Material at Risk (MAR) rather
than the potential 120 kilograms of MAR as indicated in section 3.3.4. The SW/SPEIS needs to
address why the evaluations were based on 60 kilograms of MAR.

Health and Human Safety

Section 3.6.9 notes that the proposed action for ITP is the source of the largest single increase in
health and human safety concerns at LLNL. However, there is insufficient justification for this
increase. Further, if the environmental caleulations were made with 100 to 120 kilograms of

MAR as outlined in the EIS estimate, this increase in health and human safety risks would likely

2-120
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15/23.02,
33.01
cont.

16/27.03

17/04.03

be even higher. Inaccurate caleulation of risk on the most likely source of increased danger to

health and human safety is wholly inadequate for of the true | ial for harm from
this proposed action. We are left wondering: what the true risk to workers and the general
population will be. The draft SWEIS should be re-issued with appropriate calculations of risk, in
prose, where risks are not provided in exponential format but are spelled out in a more accessible
way such as “one in a million™ cancer outcome. Only then could the affected communities

Juately this dc

Appendix N provides

p ion alternatives for the Isotope Separation Step (1SS) of either
recycled or un-recycled plutonium byproduct. The two proposed methods entail different
destinations (LANL for recycled byproduct and WIPP for non-recycled) and different carriers
(9975 containers for recycled and TRUPACT 11 containers for non-recyeled by product). The
difference seems to lie in the volatility of the byproducts: non-recycled plutonium byproduet
results in transuranic waste (TRU) whereas recycled byproduct does not, and is therefore
characterized as low level waste (LLW). Appendix N mentions neither a cost/benefit analysis of
the alternatives nor the likelihood that one method will be implemented over another. These
issues need to be addressed. Given that there is a greater likelihood that TRU rather than LLW
will be transported, this is a material consideration that must be better analyzed and addressed in
the consideration of the proposed action scenario. For example, while Appendix N describes the
radiation omitted by the carriers as “immeasurably small,” Section 5.1.11 provides for a higher
dose rate for TRU waste (four as opposed to one millirem per hour). Furthermore, table N.5.2.5-
2 assumes a dose rate of 1 mrem/hr, rather than a TRU dose rate of 4 mrem/hr, in its analysis of
the collective dose. The SW/SPEIS needs to provide a justification for the assumed rate and all

assumptions made in its calculations.
Petawatt Laser

The brief description of the procedure and purpose of the Petawatt Laser Project (PLP) in

Section 3.3.11 is not sufficient to inform the public of its possible impaets or benefits, The

GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law
Page 8 of 66

17/04.03
cont.

18/33.01,
17.01

19/14.02

reader should be able to read the SW/SPEIS and gain a working knowledge of what I.'h:z PLPis
designed to accomplish. Section 5.1.8 regarding air quality suggess that the various proposed
laser projects impact air quality. The SW/SPEIS needs to address the impact thatstripping
electrons from atoms in the Petawatt facility will have on the air quality and radiation. In

addition, the effeet on workers in the PLP should be included in the evaluation.

NLHIGHER MATERIAL ALLOWANCES

Site 300

Section 5.3.5 states that “there are no planned projects near the Livermore Site and Site 300 that,
in combination with LLNL activities, would have an adverse effect on existing view sheds or the
surrounding environment.” Though no new projects may be planned, the SW/SPEIS must also

consider all possible needs for dating and storing higher material allowances for

plutonium, tritium and highly enriched uranium. Analysis regarding future storage needs, or
other consequences of planned projects, and the related implication of Site 300, should be
included in the SW/SPEIS.

Geology and Soils

The SW/SPEIS is internally inconsistent with regard to the Antiquities Act and the handling of
any fossils found during new construction. Section 5.3.6.2 includes the following policy for
Livermore buildings: “Should any buried fossil materials be encountered, LLNL would evaluate

the materials and proceed with recovery in accordance with requi of the Antiguities Act.”

However, the Antiquities Act is not mentioned in reference to construction at Site 300. The
SWISPEIS states: “Under the Proposed Action, there would be no impacts to any known fossil
deposits. There would be no impacts to any known or exploitable mineral resources or unique
gealogic features.” DOE should state the basis for omitting reference to the Antiquities Act in
di ion of Site 300 ¢

March 2005
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Waste Disposal

Section 5.3.13.1 states that “LLNL anticipates hazardous material usage rates to increase over
the next 10 years” due largely to full implementation of the NIF, BSL-3, and Integrated
Technology Program operations. However, the SW/SPEIS does not clearly state how additional
waste resultingfrom higher material allowances will be disposed of following the 10 -year
period. The SW/SPEIS also does not address whether material usage rates are expected to

20/22.02

continue increasing afier the 10-year period.

Section 5.3.13.1 notes that LLNL’s current waste storage capacity can accommodate increased
waste from higher usage rates for the next 10 years, The SW/SPEIShould describe plans for
storing additional waste beyond the 10-year period. It should consider, for example, a
preliminary injunction against shipments of TRU waste to the Hanford Site, which might

complicate interim storage for some LLNL wastes.
Cumulative Impacts
Section 5.3.15.3 states that the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative “present substantially

the same opy ities for future ination...."” Yet, the Proposed Action includes higher

material allowances for plutonium, tritium, and uranium. Given the greater presence of these

21/24.05

materials and expected increases in usage rates, the SW/SPEIS should explain its assertion that
there is no significant difference between the proposed action and no action, when greater
opportunities for future contamination, during internal transport, manipulation, and storage, seem

logical under the former. How does DOE justify their assertion?

IV. WASTE STREAM

No Disposal Solution: Bad Policy?

Section 1.5.2 the SW/SPEIS states that “...no pathway for LLNL to dispose of excess plutonium
22/33.01 P > ’

currently exists.” Yet LLNL seeks an increase in the administrative limits for fuel-grade

[ols

GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law
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'
plutonium by more than 100%. Increased health and safety risks, as well as an increase in the
22/33.01 potential for contamination, make higher administrative limits an unjustifiable measure. The

cont SW/SPEIS should address how it is reasonable to allow for the increased production and storage

"

of ly dangerous for which there is no disposal method.

Increased Chemical Use and Resulting Waste Stream
In 2002, average quantity of lithium hydride, gasoline and various other chemicals used at the

LLNL met the i I itted level all d (Table A.4-3, p. A-170). The SW/SPEIS

proposed action plan indicates that the on-site levels of some of these chemicals, including

lithium hydride, will be increased. Therefore, new permits will be necessary to increase the
permitted levels. If the environmental impacts of chemical use, storage, and the resulting waste

stream at LLNL have been calculated based on the quantity of chemicals allowed by current

permits, then the issuance of proposed permits all 1 of hazardous

ing for i ]
chemicals on site would require revisiting the environmental impacts to reflect the new,
increased quantity of chemicals allowed by the new permits. DOE fails to address this issue,
instead stating that these permits will be issued in the future and are thus outside the scope of this

23/22.03| swispess. The i

LLNL i an analysis of the envir I impact of these chemicals based on the new

of permits i ing the allowable amounts of hazardous chemicals at

permits.

If, however, actual current chemical use falls below the maximum permitted amount, the
SW/PEIS should identify how much the actual environmental impact will increase with an
increase in chemical use. Furthermore, if new and non-routine operations are not considered in
the scope of this SW/SPEIS, the document should explain how environmental impacts of
proposed increases in waste stream materials will be addressed and accounted for. LLNL should
articulate procedures it will use to reduce or maintain current waste stream levels, or if waste
stream levels will increase, the NEPA process it will use to address the environmental impacts of

such increases.
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Transportation of Waste

The accident analysis for TRU waste shipments in appendix J relies on the use of TRUPACT-I1
shipping containers. However, on March 15, 2004, the DOE announced its plans to use
TRUPACT-III containers. See Appendix 1l (DOE News, 3/15/04). The use of these new
containers for transporting TRU waste is not considered. The DOE SW/PEIS needs to analyze
the accident safety of the TRUPACT-11I i as an al ive in the shipping of TRU

waste, so that the public and agency officials can be informed of the possible risks. 1t makes no
, |sense to base an agency decision on the safety of containers that will not be used.

24/20.05 The SW/PEIS indicates an intention to ship more than 1000 drums of TRU waste. Despite this
huge volume, and the extreme toxic nature of the waste, the DOE has made the determination
that the WIPP mobile vendor is categorically exempt. See Section 3.2.9. DOE provides no
explanation of why this action is categorically exempt, or why it clearly fits within the DOE
regulations for categorical ption. Instead, the d fie an internal memo that is
not readily available to the public.

According to the SPSWEIS, the transportation and disposal of waste stream products will

largely be handled by ial s. If there is an increase in the transportation of
waste to and from off-site facilities (e.g., transportation of waste drums from the Berkeley

facility to LLNL; and transportation of radioactive waste from LLNL to WIPP), the SP/SWEIS

must address the i d risk of enviro I imp Iting from P Incid
25/20.01 involving Berkeley mixed radioactive wastes, shipped to and stored as low level wastes at

Hanford, underline the importance of examining r bly fi ble envi | impacts,

in a complex where mi oceurs quite freq ly. See Af dix 111, Sasha Sajovic,

Hyun Lee and Gerald Pollet, Washington Beware: A History of Waste Mismanagement at Nine
Department of Energy Low-Level Waste Generators Shipping Waste to Hanford (Heart of
America Northwest, 2000) available at www.heartofamericanorthwest.org. Examples of such

environmental impacts may be radiation exposure, accidents, spills or terrorist activity en route.

B

Furthermore, the SP/SWEILS fails to address the impact of choosi ial 0
26/20.02 N e

transport and dispose of the waste materials. The SP/SWEIS only addresses accidents involving

GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law
Page 12 of 66

transport by LLNL vehicles and personnel (page 5.5-16), thus failing to address the large portion
26/20.02| of the waste stream transportation and disposal carried out by private contractors and vendors.
cont The SW/SPEIS should address the environmental impact of all transportation and disposal

operations, including activity both by LLNL personnel and activity by commercial contractors.

V. DECOMMISSIONING & DECONTAMINATION, BUILDING UPGRADES, NEW CONSTRUCTION

A D issioning and D) ination (D&D)

Comparison of Impacts of Alternatives

Section 3.6 “Comparison of Impacts of Altemnatives” needs to clearly delineate the varying
degrees of impact of the d issioning and d ination (“D&D™) al ives. There is
no evidence of the effects of D&D in Section 3.6, nor do the tables in any way mention D&D
other than a discussion of the historic resources. For example, under the Proposed Action there

will be a substantially greater amount of D&D activities (820,000 square feet of floorspace under
p7/31.06 the Proposed Action versus 255,000 square feet under the Mo Action Alternative). This will
22.07 clearly result in greater impacts, such as a higher waste generation, which should be addressed.
In the current format, it is extremely difficult for a member of the general public to discern from
the SW/SPEIS the various impacts of D&D alternatives. If effects or alternatives are listed in
another section of this document, then a citation should be included so that the reader can cross-

reference.

Historic and Cultural Resources

A series of inconsistencies concerning potential impacts on historic resources from D&D

activities requires further clarification. The first paragraph in Section 5.3.4.2 states, “Impacts to
28/11.02| known prehistorie and historic resources at Site 300 would be unlikely to result from the

Proposed Action,” whereas the second paragraph of Section 5.3.4.2 asserts that the “Proposed

Action would have the ial to affect imp historic buildings and structures on Site 300
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28/11.02
cont.

29/11.03

through D&D, rehabilitation, and renovation of existing facilities.” Additionally, Table 3.6-1
establishes that there are potential impacts from D&D and renovation. Based on these
statements, it is uncertain what potential imy are being evaluated in this d for Site
300.

The SW/SPEIS may not meet the statutory requirements for taking into account impacts on
historic buildings before approval of Federal funds. The National Historic Preservation Act
requires that agencies, “prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal funds on the
undertaking or prior to the issuance of any license, as the case may be, take into account the
effect of the undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is included in or
eligible for inclusion in the National Register.” 16 U.S.C.5. § 470f (2004). The Programmatic
Agreement set out in Appendix G states that no later than the end of February 2005 the National

MNuclear Security Administration and University of California will complete their inventory and

tasks (Progr ic Agr Stipulati 1. a.). If Federal funds are allocated
before these assessment tasks are finished, then the DOE will be in violation of 16 U.S.C.8. §
470f. Since this draft EIS relies on a study that is yet to be completed, it does not provide
decision-makers and the public with adeg inft

v for decisions and
comments. The Draft EIS should be recirculated to include the results of this study so that the

30/17.03

public can comment on it.
Non-radiological Air Quality
Section 5.2.8.1 on non-radiological air quality and D&D, falls short of adequate discussion in

two areas. First, the SW/SPEIS does not take into consideration the full range of contaminants
that Dé&D activ

es may involve. For example, di ion focuses on ast inatic

but it does not address any of the other contaminants that may exist in the facility as a result of
the particular scientifi

h that is cond d at LLNL. Discussion of the p ial air
quality effects of D&D from other sorts of contaminants should be incorporated into the
SW/SPEIS. Buildings or floorspace marked for D&D may have been the site of unique exposure

to contaminants that, although not common to all of the D&D activities, warrant consideration

b of the singular probl they may pose.

GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law
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30/17.03
cont.

31/24.05

32/25.09

Second, the section does not address the potential effects on air quality from both the

tation and | disposal/storage of « i 1 demolished facilities. The potential
for adverse air quality effects exists not only at LLNL, but also at any facility to which D&D

materials are transported, as well as the regions through which the materials are transported.
Such di ion should be incorp

d in the SW/SPEIS

The general assertion in Section 5.3.15 “Site Contamination™ that there will be minimal soil

contamination from the proposed acti

s, and that cleanup efforts will continue to neutralize

this problem does not take into id
€0 inated should site

ion the actual ad effects on the site while it is

ion arise from D&D activitics. Although a contamination
problem may be dealt with somewhat effectively through cleanup, the site will still have
undergone a certain level of contamination for a certain period of time. The effects of such

warrant ideration t

of the potential impacts on other LLNL activities,

both in the short term and long term.

NEPA requires that an EIS include evaluation of bly fc ble adverse effects on the
human environment. The bounding accident scenarios described in the LLNL SW/SPEIS do not
address the adverse effects of an accident involving D&D activi

ies. Section 5.5 omits any
mention of D&D activities and materials arising out of such activities. An accident involving

D&D activities and related materials is arguably just as bly fi ble as the accid

scenarios involving chemical, radiological and biological materials discussed in Section 5.5. The
foreseeability of an accident is apparent in the large scope of D&D (820,000 square feet). In
light of the NEPA re cffects, the SW/SPEIShould
incorporate discussion of reasonably foreseeable adverse effects of D&D accidents.

of evaluation of such ad
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32/25.09
cont.

33/22.07

34/14.03,
14.01

Additionally, there is no evidence of the inclusion of D&D materials in Section 5.5.5 regarding
“Offsite Transportation Accident Scenarios.” That d i 1, d issioned, and/or

demolished facilities will, in whole or in part, be transported off LLNL and Site 300 necessitates

discussion of the potential for offsite transportation accident scenarios involving these materials.

Section A.2.4.18 (Deactivation, Decommissioning and Demolition Projects) highlights the
possibility of disposal of stored or surplus materials that may be potentially contaminated. DOE

needs to further discuss potential steps for storing and disposing of such

d materials
including, for instance, its plans for proper disposal, and whether disposal will occur on site or
off site. Further examples of omissions can be found in A.3.3.7 and A.3.4.3, which discuss the
plans to d i and d

of disposal.

excess facilities at Site 300, but omit any discussion

Section B.4.15.2 asserts that while building debris

d with D&D are included
in the SW/SPEIS, additional NEPA review may be required in the future depending on the scale
and extent of the work involved. However, if the facilities marked for D&D have already been
identified, NEPA review should encompass such D&D activities now, at the project proposal
stage, rather than when the project has already begun.

B. Building Upgrades

Seismic Evaluations

According to Section 4.8.3, the evaluation of seismic hazards for Site 300 was based on a review
of literature; an aerial photographic analysis of the faults and landslides prior to field
reconnaissance mapping; and a review of features identified in detailed studies of faulting and
geology published over ten years ago. For the Livermore site, the LLNL Site Seismic Safety
Program recently performed an assessment of the geological hazards, which is the subject of

most of the text of Appendix H: Seismicity. The January 18, 2002 Interagency Committee on

GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law
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34/14.03
14.01
cont.

Seismic Safety in Construction (“1CSSC™) report requires that evaluation of a specific building
for seismic risks in each compliance category—one of which is “geologic site”"—be completed
For Site 300, at least, it appears that the DOE’s reliance
on secondary sources to evaluate seismic hazards falls below the standard established by the
ICSSC report.

by a regi d engi ing

If any of the seismic upgrades cited in Section 3.3.18 are scheduled to be leted on buildi

at Site 300, the DOE should perform an assessment of the geological hazards similar to what the

LLNL Site Seismic Safety Program recently performed for the Livermore Site. At the very least,

seismic upgrades scheduled for the Site 300 buildings should be based on primary
reconnaissance studies of the building and surrounding area.

In Section 4.8.3, the SW/SPEIS izes “mod

to high™ ial for ground deformation
resulting from landslides at Site 300 but does not explain what specific building seismic
upgrades or mitigation plans it may have for the ten buildings that are located on old landslides.
DOE should also assess the unique risks of landslides in the Site 300 area relative to potential
seismic risks in the areas recognized to have a “moderate to high potential™ for ground

deformation resulting from landslides.

Section 3.3.18 “Building Seismic Upgrades™ states that 108 buildings have been identified as
having potential seismic deficiencies relative to current codes, and that these 108 buildings will
be evaluated to ensure i

with applicable design and construction standards. It is
unclear fom Section 3.3.18, where these building are located (Livermore site or Site 300) or
what the “current codes™ or “applicable design and construction standards” will be. Appendix H
suggests that the standard is “life safety,” which is the lowest seismic federal standard.
(*...approximately 88 percent of buildings comply with federal seismic ‘life-safety’ standards

and require no further evaluation or mitigation.™)
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34/14.03,
14.01
cont.

TUT>

Executive Order 12941, Seismic Safety of Existing Federally Owned or Leased Buildings, cited
in Section 3.3.18, states that the “minimum level acceptable” standards in Executive Order
12941 will be developed by the 1 v C ittee on Seismic Safety in Construction
("ICSSC™). The ICSSC issued standards on January 18, 2002 in a report called “Standards of
Seismic Safety for Existing Federally Owned and Leased Buildings.” See Appendix IV,
Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federally Owned and Leased Buildings, (Steven A.
Cauffman et. al. eds., 2002), available ar hitp://fire.nist.gov/bfrlpubs/build01/PDF/BO1056.pdf.
The Standards report is advisory in nature and establishes the minimum standard (“Life-Safety™)

[ for seismic safety of existing federally owned or leased buildings.

The Standards report defines each agency’s seismic responsibilities to implement standards for
seismic performance levels higher than “Life-Safety” if necessary to carry out its agency
mission. For example, the report states that “buildings that must remain fully functional during
an earthquake and afterwards [“Operational™] are beyond the scope of the Standards and must be
evaluated using appropriate agency specific criteria.” The “Operational” standard is the highest

seismic federal standard.

The SW/SPEIS should explain whether DOE evaluated the seismic safety of each building in
relation to the activities conducted in each building. It should then explain whether the
scheduled seismic upgrades were developed taking such activities into account. DOE should
disclose any gaps between the minimum seismie standard required by the January 18, 2002
ICSSC report and the building seismic d "y to prevent harm in the event of an

huak pecially harm Iting from particular nuclear materials and waste present in any

buildings.

The SW/SPEIS should also disclose whether DOE identified any buildings that must be
operational during and after an earthquake and whether DOE applied any agency specific criteria
pursuant to the January 18, 2002 ISCCS report. If DOE used agency specific criteria to evaluate
seismic deficiencies in buildings that must remain operational during and after an earthquake, it

should disclose the specific eriteria used.

GreenLaw, Univer sity of Washington School of Law
Page 18 of 66

C. New Construction: High Explosives Development Center Project &

Energetic Materials Pr ing Center Repl:

Purpose and Need

The SW/SPEIS

does not provide enough information for a reasonable decision because DOE
does not explain why e'xir;ling facilities and equipment are obsolete. Thus, the draft does not
establish a reasonable purpose and need for new construction. If the quality of existing facilities

35/04.02

and equipment does merit some upgrade, DOE should more clearly delineate the functional

difference between shut-d of the activities at Site 300 (which DOE dismisses out of hand)
and the reduced action alternative. Again, the SW/SPEIS should outline why DOE requires new

construction beyond that already scheduled within the “No Action™ alternative, and what

Adit 1

¢ ion would be proposed under the “Reduced Action™ al
Cumulative Effect

The minimal discussion of unavoidable adverse impacts from Site 300 activity is inadequate 1o
compare the combined impacts of the alternatives to the baseline impacts of on-going activity at

Site 300. At most, description of baseline as “balance-of-operation™ activities allows DOE to act
36/31.05 " .

without environmental review on a number of projects: “maintenance”, “fire hazard

management”, safety and health enh t custodial services,
“reconfiguration of research facilities and offices”, “infrastructure projects”, and “landscaping”.
At the very least, DOE has not accounted for the synergistic and cumulative effects of these
vaguely-described activities within the drafi.

Endangered Specics

DOE has not presented the requisite information for reasonable decision-making under NEPA

37/16.03| ™# pacts on and plant and animal species. DOE has not

delineated all impacts on these species. Instead, DOE will need to conference with the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service at some point in the future in order to get approval for increased “takes™ of
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37/16.03
cont.

38/29.01

39/11.01

40/16.02

endangered species. The SW/SPEIS lists no timeline for when the conference will be completed
and does not indicate how study results will be incorporated into the final SW/SPEIS. This does

not adequately address impacts of new construction on threatened and endangered species.
Emergency Services

DOE of new

ion impacts on emergency services is also lacking. While the
SWISPEIS indicates that emergency personnel are rotated between Livermore and Site 300 to
meet minimum staffing levels, the draft does not address the impact of new construction and
functionality on the sufficiency of emergency personnel. The SW/SPEISnust assess how staff
rotation to meet minimum levels would adequately address and contain full-scale emergencies in

this earthquake and fire prone site in close proximity to a metropolitan area.

Archeological Conflict of Interest

DOE p ions against archaeological disturt highlight what appears to be a conflict of
interest. With the permission of its very own “LLNL archeologists” DOE has d ined that it
may disturb pret ic and archaeological at Site 300. These resources are eligible for

listing on the National Registry of Historic Places. Yet, DOE has not secured the opinions of

inder ar gists, or quately considered the impacts of disturbing these resources.

Given the draft SW/SPEIS’s indication that new construction will occur under any of the
proposed alternatives, the DOE has a responsibility to evaluate these impacts in an unbiased
manner, and in light of the unigue qualities of these resources. Curiously, DOE appears very

willing to secure outside ors in other si

The perspective of independent

archeologists is necessary here to ensure informed and unbiased decision-making.
Wetland Mitigation
DOE description of wetland mitigation necessitated by new construction is ambiguous. To fully

describe new construction impacts on Site 300 wetlands, the SW/SPEIS must indicate whether

DOE seeks to re-establish wetland function (e.g.. so much water cyeled through so often),

19

GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law
Page 20 of 66

40/16.02
cont.

41/30.01

42/25.08

43/30.02,
30.01

44/35.01

. A series of projects involving d |

wetland structural ¢

(e.g.. presence/at of certain pl I species), or both
through mitigation. The draft SW/SPEIShould include comparisons to other DOE wetland
mitigation projects to paint a clearer picture of potential “success” of mitigation in light of

function/structure goals,

VIL.SECURITY RISKS

Il g dang L, biological and nuclear components mentioned
in the SW/SPEIS have been summarily dismissed as not requiring NEPA review. These projects
pose serious threats to the surrounding population and worker safety. Even the reviewed projects
fail to take into account safety hazards posed to the surrounding population by the increased risk
of terrorist attack on local targets. For example, the DOE looks at the possible impacts of
airplane accidents from local airports. However, despite heightened risk of terrorist attacks after
September 11, 2001, the DOE fails to address the effects and probability of larger passenger jet
airplanes intentionally crashing into the site. DOE provides substantial analysis of the
probability of airplane accidents, but offers no analysis about the perhaps greater likelihood of
deliberate terrorist attacks.

A series of recent articles cast serious doubt over the security of nuclear labs throughout
America. On January 26, 2004, CNN reported that “there was ‘compelling” evidence that
security tests have been manipulated since the mid-1980s,” See Appendix V, Mike Ahlers,
Preview Spoils Nuclear Plant Security Test, available at www.cnn.com. Given that an attack
could result in the release of airborne pathogens, causing serious danger in the heavily populated
Bay Area, thorough analysis about the attractiveness and vulnerability of LLNL as a terrorist

target must be included in any EIS of a nuclear site in a post-September 11 world.

BSL-3

The SW/SPEIS does not address safety issues and possible health and envi 1 of

this facility. Working with infectious microorganisms as a “counterterrorism technology™

20
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creates the possibility of accidental release with d ing Ironically, while

44/35.01 addressing counterterrorism, there is no indication of the possible impacts of acts of terrorism on
cont.  |the facility.

Container Security Testing Facility

DOE also neglected to address any possible impacts of this facility including only vague
. In Section 3.2.5 DOE
, |determined that this facility is “categorically excluded from further NEPA review.” However,

information about the possible dangers imposed by its

there is no indication DOE has performed any, let aloneadequate , NEPA review already.

A Iy, the EIS indi that this facility poses chemical, radiological, and ‘other’ dangers
45/38.0 §

without addressing the possible impacts on sur ling population, worker health, and the

environment. Section 3.2.5 mentions use of ‘various actual or simulated threat materials’ which
terrorists may bring into the country poses serious threats to the surrounding area. The

SW/SPEIS should address which materials might likely be used, the impacts of each of these

and what p ions are being taken to prevent accident and attack.

International Security Research Facility

With its concentration on computer intelligence, this facility appearsnnocuous . However, it too
46/31.09 the area and increased traffic. NEPA review is not reserved solely for toxic agents in large scale
construction, which a new security facility certainly invokes. The effects of further building and

increased traffic should be addressed in the SW/SPEIS.

VII.  INTERNATIONAL TREATIES

The SP/SWEIS is deficient in ing NEPA

. The Council on Environmental
47/010 Quality's Regulations for Implementing NEPA Sec. 1502.16 states that an EIS “...shall include

discussions of: (¢) Possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of Federal,

21
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should be subject to some NEPA review. At a minimum, this project causes further building in

47/01.01
cont.

regional, State, and local (and in the case of a reservation, Indian tribe) land use plans, policies
and controls....” Section 1.6.1 states “treaty compliance will be considered in preparing a ROD
[Record of Decision].” An international treaty , and other international law entered into by the
US, constitutes federal law. The Paguette Habana, 175 US 677 (1900). It would benefit the
public, interested parties, and policy makers in determining the appropriate action alternative to
have all information regarding the relation of applicable treaties to these actions, especially in
light of the stated purpose in the SW/SPEIS (“continued operation of LLNL is critical
to...preventing the spread and use of nuclear weapons worldwide (Sectionl.3).).

DOE has, in the past, set an imp dent b ducting Nonproliferation Impact R

("NIR’s") for other contentious programs including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility
(December 2000) and for the Stockpile St Iship and M. Program (Septemt

1996). Nonproliferation Analyses were conducted in the following DOE EIS or SWEIS review
documents:

o Final Site-Wide Envi I Impact S for the Y-12 National Security
Complex (September 2001);
o Final Envi | Impact 8 for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial

Light Water Reactor (March 1999);

o Final Envi I Impact St on M of Certain Pl ium Residues

and Scrub Alloy Stored at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (August

1998);
o  Final Progr ic Envirg 1 Impact S for Tritium Supply and Recycling
(October 1995).

In evaluating the alternatives for the LNL , the SW/SPEIS should consider the effects of the
proposed actions on the federal policies of the non-proliferation treaties and international

agreements. A number of treaties and i ional including but not limited to the

E

following, have not been properly addressed:

22
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47/01.01
cont.

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (“NPT") (Entered into force
March 5, 1970) — The United States Government along with other ratifying states
declared “...their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the
nuclear arms race and to undertake effective measures in the direction of nuclear
disarmament.” The SW/SPEIS should address how all the alternatives would meet these

goals.

The Mission Treaty Control Regime (1987) (“MTCR") - John Schlosser, Director, Office
of Export Controls and Sanctions, Bureau of Nonproliferation, stated, “One of the key
instruments in curbing missile proliferation is the Missile Technology Control
Regime...[lt] is the focal point of international efforts to curb the proliferation of
missiles. The MTCR is not a treaty, but a political understanding among states that seek
to limit the proliferation of missiles and missile technology. .. The United States
encourages all governments to do so and to enforce vigorously controls on missile-related
items.” (in Remarks to the Transshipment Enforcement Conference for Middle East
States, Barcelona, Spain, May 20, 2002) (emphasis added). The SW/SPEIS should

address how all the alternatives would meet these goals.

The Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material Article (Ratified by the
United States Feb, 8, 1987) — Section 4(4) “Each State Party shall apply within the
framework of its national law the levels of physical protection described in Annex I to
nuclear material being transported from a part of that State to another part of the same
State,...” The SW/SPEIS should outline how DOE plans to follow Annex 1 for the

transportation of nuclear materials to, from, and within LLNL.

START ['and START II - “The Parties [US and Republics of the former USSR agree that,
in the event of the emergence in the future of a new kind of arm that one Party considers

could be a new kind of strategic offensive arm, that Party shall have the right to raise the

question of such an arm for id by the Joint Compli and I
Commission in accordance with subparagraph (c) of Article XV of the Treaty.” The
SP/SWEIS should outline how site investigations will be cond 1 for li It

GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law
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47/01.01
cont.

48/01.02

should also detail how allthe alternative actions would further the goals of Start 11, which
enters into force in December 2004. In step seven of the Programme of Action (Next
Steps) on Nuclear Disarmament, the United States government agreed to the “carly entry

into force and full implementation of START 11 and the conclusion of START 111 as soon
as possible...”,

Page: 24

Programme of Action (Next Steps) on Nuclear Disarmament (Sixth NPT Review
Conference, May 20, 2000) - The United States agreed to follow several other steps
leading to nuclear disarmament. Step six states the goal: *An unequivocal undertaking

by the nuclear weapon states to accomplish the total eli

of their nuclear arsenals
leading to nuclear disarmament to which all States parties are committed under Article
VL Step nine outlines several goals including:
o “Further efforts by the nuclear weapon States to reduce their nuclear arsenals
unilaterally;”
“Further reduction of non-strategic nuclear weapons”

“A diminishing role for nuclear

pons in security policies to minimize the risk
that these weapons ever be used and to facilitate the process of their total
elimination.”

The Programme of Action also calls for a ratifi

of the comprehensive test ban
treaty. Enabling LLNL to go forward with making the “enhanced test readiness” would
undermine this objective. The SW/SPEIS should address how all the alternatives would
meet these goals.

Biological Weapons Convention fentered into force on March 26, 1975) - “Under the
terms of the convention, the parties undertake not to develop, produce, stockpile, or
acquire biological agents or toxins.” The SW/SPEIS should address how BioSafety

Level 3 Laboratory meets the conditions of this agreement. The document should also
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48/01.02
cont.

49/31.06

50/15.02

51/16.03

52/31.06

analyze how the labs will deal with the difficult legal issues presented by the potential

“duel usefulness™ of these experiments for offensive and defensive purposes.

VIII. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
Adequacy of Information in § 3.6.1

Section 3.6.1 of the SW/SPEIS contains the comparison of impacts of alternatives. The limited
discussion of differences and the simplified table of figures (Table 3.6-1), do not provide enough
information, or direction to further information, for decision-makers or the public,

Environmental justice issues in this section, for example, are only discussed with regard to

possible employment opportunities under the various al ives, Imp Iy, en I
justice issues are also raised by the siting of toxic waste in near economically and socially
disadvantaged peoples. Waste shipments to Hanford, for example, should be evaluated for

TV 1 justice imp

given the right of Native Americans to live and fish along the
Columbia River in the vicinity of the Hanford Reservation. Table 3.6 -1 addresses
environmental justice but gives no discussion or detail. Table 3.6-1 also addresses biological
resources and mentions (but does not define) “minor direct and indirect loss™ of animals. Section
3.6.4 states (with no detail) that the biological impacts of the endangered and threatened species

would be the same under all of the alternatives.

1f the SW/SPEIS di envi

| justice, biol | resources, or any of these other
issues, in greater detail elsewhere, the comparison of alternatives should be eross-referenced with
these more detailed sections. The public is otherwise deprived of an informed evaluation of the

issues at play and the fair opportunity to verify the analyses.
Vagueness

The SW/SPEIS continuously uses vague terms in describing effects and impacts. For example,

the word “minimal™ is used 110 times in the d without ever d what it means
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52/31.06
cont.

53/31.01

54/05.01

UIZRE]

(similar terms include “negligible”, “no significant,” “disproportionately high,” “adverse” and
“small”). Similarly, Section 5.3.6.2 states, “Only the best management practices would be
employed to minimize erosion resulting from

P 1" H , without defini

operations; no additional impacts are

and describing these “best management practices,”
neither decision-makers nor the public can meaningfully evaluate this alternative. Vague

language like this, which permeates the document, does not provide a meaningful accounting of

impacts,
Range of Alternatives

The SW/PEIS fails to meet its goals of informed agency decision making because of its
inadequate assessment of a reasonable range of clearly defined alternatives. First, the differences
between the No Action Alternative and the Reduced Operations Alternative are not clearly
defined. For example, in Table 3.6-1 there is little appreciable difference between the two
alternatives besides reduced workforce and its related factors. The SW/SPEISmade a good faith
effort to provide sharply defined distinctions between and thus a clear basis for choice among the
options as set out in CEQ regulation § 1502,14,

DOE also fails to consider a ble range of al

ives. The SWEIS in Section 3.1 claims

that it considers a range of reasonable al ive from the ble level (the
reduced action alternative) to the highest reasonable activity levels (the proposed action
alternative). But instead of considering alternatives in the range of minimum to maximum, they
consider only the extremes, and the CEQ mandated No Action alternative. Further, the No

Action Alternative does not appear to be “no action™.

Finally, Section 3.2 states, “The No Action Alternative has been analyzed to comply with CEQ's
NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), providing a baseline against which
the impacts of the Proposed Action and Reduced Operation Alternative can be compared.” A
baseline, by definition, is an option where the results of an action are already known. However,
the “No Action Alternative,” in this document does not serve as a baseline since it provides for

future activities that have not occurred and been evaluated for impacts.
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Nuclear-materials truck disabled on highway
A scare raises serious concerns about safety
Thursday, June 27, 2002

By LARRY LANGE
IX. CoNCLUSION SEATTLE POST-INTELLIGENCER REPORTER

A Navy L'run::k carrymg an empty tank used to haul radioactive liquid briefly closed one lane of a
i - . . state | inl fay when a rear brake overheated. The incident raised new

s dog Ade =
This document fails to provide, through form or content, an adequate understanding of the questions about the mo m ofh ous material across the state,

nvi P and al ives of the proposed actions at LLNL. This environmental

The brakes overheated about 200 yards from the Puget Sound Naval
Shipyard gate, sending smoke into the air from a rear wheel. The driver
of the Navy truck cooled the brakes with an extinguisher.

review ultimately does not serve to create informed agency decision making, but appears instead

to validate existing DOE decisions. This is especially evident in the choice of alternatives and

55/04.0L, | 4. 1o
31.04

f 1 1 icE ithi ite-wi =15, f = . - PRPI
ol'a supp prog| EIS within a site-wide EIS. We look forward to There was no radioactive release, there were no injuries and there was

whatever measures DOE may take (c.g., a supplemental EIS) to rectify these inadequacies. The no public hazard," State Patrol Trooper Glen Tyrrell said,

potential consequences of activities (reduced or increased) at LLNL are too grave and far-

reaching to proceed without a more adequate review.

But the incident was another reminder that radioactive material
crisscrosses Puget Sound and the country every day, and some
waltchdog groups believe the risk of accidents releasing radiation could
increase in coming years,

There have been auto accidents in Eastern Washington caused by dust Tnone-e:ﬂng;r.am )
storms in the arid region, said Hyun Lee, an attorney with Heart of Enforcement offcer oo

check the truck whose brake
Sincerely, Amenca_Northwcsl, a group monitoring the Hanford Nuclear %ws;dm;‘“ "
. + Reservation. carries is used for radicactive
GreenLaw ¢ wasle but was empty al the ime.
University of Washi . . o Maiing Mar / Seattle Posl-
niversity of Washington School of Law "If that happened with a truck full of low level radioactive waste ona  inedigencer
William H. Gates Hall . A, . N A . Chck for karger photo
University of Washington dusty, windy day, this stuff could get dispersed in the air," he said. Lee
Seattle, Washington 98195 said the situation would worsen if hazardous materials, which can be flammable or corrosive,

were added to the mix.

*These comments were drafted by University of Washington students Patrick Delahunty, Julie
Fields, Heather Foe, Rachel Gold, Zach Hiatt, Dylan Higgins, Carole Holley, Zac Hostetter,
Tyson Kade, Kris Larson, Katie Meyer, Jason Morgan, Margaret Pak, Josh Piper, Sasha Sajovic,
Zach Tyler, Alyssa Vegter, Nick Vickstrom, Jimmie Wilkson, Seth Woolson

In yesterday’s incident, the truck was hauling the tank to the Naval shipyard from the Bangor
submarine station shortly before 11:30 a.m. when the brakes overheated.

i spok , Mary Anne Mascianica, said the tank was being taken to the shipyard
fnr dlsposal She could not say what radicactive liquids had been in it but said the tank had been
recently cleaned.

Radioactive material and other forms of hazardous waste are hauled around the Sound and the
country in "vast numbers,” said Jerry Amato, an administrator for the Federal Motor Carrier
Safety Administration.

27

March 2005 2-131



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents LLNL SAM/SPEIS

GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law
Page 29 of 66 Page 30 of 66

U.S. Department of Energy ,MEQ_@P_QL‘L@Q?_
) ) Dennis Hurlt
! Carlsbad Field Office DOE C d Field Offi
The material ranges from common household items such as drain cleaner to automotive fuel, up P.0. Box 3090 u.s. al15h;05 234 n:;?
to high-radiation nuclear waste and explosives. Carlsbad, New Mexico 88221 (505) B

Most of the materials are well-packaged and carried in
small amounts that don't require a permit, Amato said, so
there’s no easy way to estimate the amount moved.

"The numbers are staggering,” he said. "I don't know that
anybody has that kind of (tracking) system.”

In response to the terrorist attacks in September, there was

brake
some talk about improving the tracking for the shipment of ~ verheated. Meina Mara / Ssatis Post-

radioactive material, said Sheryl Hutchison, spokeswoman  Cick fee lasger hoto
for the state Department of Ecology.

“I think that's probably still under discussion,” she said. "No proposal has come out of it."

In the meantime, the amount of radioactive material being transported is expected to increase.

The Hanford Nuclear Reservation in 1 n Washi is developing plans to i the
amount of radioactive waste it will receive from bomb-making facilities. There are also plans to
accept radioactive waste mixed with hazardous chemicals, as well as material that is radioactive
for thousands of years.

Under the new plan, a minimum of 70,000 trucks over 40 years will rumble into Washington
carrying the deadly material, according to Heart of America Morthwest.

And there are concerns about the shipment of waste from Hanford and the state's commercial
reactor 1o a national waste repository. The U.S. Senate plans to decide soon whether to remove
the last political hurdle to burying the waste in Nevada's Yueca Mountain, and opponents are
using the transportation issue in an uphill effort to sway lawmakers to vote against the project.

Waste could be packed in massive casks and transported on highways.

Watchdog organizations are concerned about high levels of exposure, even if there are no
accidents.

In Washington, the waste would travel within a mile of 87 schools and five hospitals, according
to an analysis of shipping routes by the Environmental Working Group, a D.C.-based national
research group. They also found that there were 366 fatal tractor-trailer wreeks from 1994 to
2000,

P-I'reporters David Eggert and Lisa Stiffler and The Associated Press contributed to this story.
P-I'reporter Larry Lange can be reached ar 206-448-8313 or larrylange@seattiepi.com

Bobby St. John
Washington TRU Solutions LLC
(505) 234-7348

hitp:ifwww. wipp.ws

For Immediate Release

DOE Looks at New Shipping Package
for WIPP Use

CARLSBAD, N.M., March 15, 2004 - A new transuranic (TRU) waste transportation
package may soon be in use for Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) shipments. Packaging
Technalogy, Inc. of Tacoma, Washington, has submitted a safety analysis report to the U.S.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) seeking approval for the new Type B transportation
package.

DOE is considering the new package, known as the Transuranic Package Transporter
Model Il (TRUPACT-III), for shipping large boxes of contact-handled TRU waste to WIPP. The
TRUPACT-Ill is a rectangular

package that measures Shock Atmorbing Structsm -
Stawles Steel E"’“""""‘"’f..“-u;‘" ]

B'2" x 8'8" x 19'10.5". This new inkrilans i) Paliborcimtrs,, .
type of package would avoid the -
need to repackage waste in the
large boxes into smaller containers
to fit into existing shipping
containers. Large waste boxes
account for about 25 percent of the
current TRU waste inventory.

-More-
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Use of this new package and elimination of repackaging will simplify handling, avoid
unnecessary radiation exposure to workers and reduce the overall number of shipments to
WIPP by approximately 2,900,

The TRUPACT-IIl relies on a single, integrated structure to protect the waste containers
that are placed inside it.

To obtain NRC certification, it must meet the same stringent requirements for normal
transportation conditions and for severe accidents that existing certified containers must meet.
The certified containers now used to transport TRU waste include the TRUPACT-II, HalfPACT,
RH 72B and CNS 10-160B. All WIPP shipping packages must meet the rigorous NRC
requirements before NRC certifies them for use. NRC approval is expected to take
approximately 13 months.

DOE continues to seek improvements in transportation and operations, as well as its
robust protection for human health and the environment.

WIPF is the nation's solution for cleaning up defense-
generated transuranic waste localed at DOE sites across the
country. In operation since March 1999, WIPP has received
over 2,300 waste shipments and has safely disposed of more
than 18,000 cubic meters of transuranic waste in the

repository located nearly one-half mile underground.

003DR0304

Washington Beware:

A History of Waste Mismanagement at Nine Department of Energy Low-Level
Waste Generators Shipping Waste to Hanford-

Demonstrating the Need to End Offsite Waste Burial at Hanford and to
Investigate and Remediate Hanford's
Low-Level Waste Burial Grounds

Primary Author: Sasha Hallissey Sajovic
with
Hyun S. Lee, J.D., L.L.M.
Gerald M. Poller, ]. D.
Heart of America Northwest

February 2000

15 y of Findings and I luction to Off-Site Low-Level Waste at Hanford

The United States Department of Energy (DOE) has demonstrated a long history of
mismanagement of Low-Level radioactive wastes shipped to Hanford for burial, which has
detrimentally impacted the environment of the State of Washington. This report shows that this
mismanagement includes violations of federal and state hazardous waste laws, which did not end
years ago as is often climed, T , the State of Washington and its Dep of Ecology
must bar the shipment of any additional off-site low-level waste (LLW) to the Hanford site for
disposal. The state has the authority to bar such wastes, and moreover, the responsibility to do so.

This report documents that Hanford's Low-Level Bural Grounds (called LLBGs) are, in fact,
Dangerous Waste landfills that violate federal and Washington State laws governing dangerous and
hazardous waste landfills. (i.e., Washington Administrative Code [WAC) 173 303-665, requiring
“owners and operators of facilitics that dispose of dangerous waste in landfills" to have liners and
leachate collection sv:;u.ms} The Low | cvc] Burial (_-rounds are :]w in violation of the State of
\X’ashmgmn s laws tu]quLn;, inv I of ground: and clean-up
"within reasonable time period" W/ AC 1?3 303 645(11). Washington State has the authority to
require corrective action, monitoring and the cessation uf burial (especially of offsite wastes, burial
of which does not help cleanup Hanford). SEE WAC 173-303-645(12), and 646(4). Most
importantly, the State of Washington lacks Icgal hority to make any deal with the DOE to

make Hanford's Low-Level Burial G ds a National Radioactive Waste Dump for offsite
waste because the LLBGs are illegally opcrau:d dsngercma waste landfills thar fail to meet
the most basic requirments for landfills waste. The proposed "deal”

between Governor Locke and the USDOE 10 scccpt offsite wastes would be "ultra vires"
(an agreement for which the state lacks legal authority) and illegal.
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Based on DOE's long history of waste mi he and the liability of g n
properly identifying the nature of their shipments to Hanford, this report concludes that state
regulators must not only re-examine their waste acceptance policy regarding DOE wastes but also
stop offsite shipments because DOE an not reasonably assure the content and safety of the wastes
being shipped to Hanford for disposal. More specifically, this report concludes that:

1) until Hanford's LLBG are in compliance with Washington's Dangerous Waste Law (leachate

collection, menitoring, liners, etc. ..), and until the LLBG are investigated for apparent

contamination of soil and groundwater, and until Offsite Generators can ensure that employees

receive the required training for characterizing wastes, etc,, the State of Washington should bar
dditional offsite waste ship

2) based on Lawrence Berkely National Lab v's illegal shi and ifesting of Mixed
Wastes (containing hazardous and/or dangerous wastes) as Low-Level Wastes, and on other

doc in this report, the State of Washington should send D of
Ecology hazardous waste inspectors to conduct on-site inspections of generator Low- Level Waste
and Mixed Waste characten designation, packaging, ifesting and ship procedures;

3) based on Brookhaven National Laboratory's problems with waste designation, waste traceability ,
inadequacies in manifesting shipments and poor quality assurance; Paducah Gaseous Diffusion
Plant's problems with waste segregation and traceability; Lawrence Berkely National Laboratory's
illegal shipment and manifesting of Mixed Wastes b 1 and,-"or 2 wastes)
as Low-Level Wastes; and the clear trends showing pmbhms with all of DOE's offsite generators,
Washington should ban shif from these offsite generators and exercise its clear legal authority
to treat all offsite wastes claimed by DOE to be Low Level Wastes at Hanford, or shipped 1o
Hanford in the future, as Dang:mus Wastes;

4) based on these dac i violations by the offsite g with designation, charactenization,

gation, traceability, ifesting and paclsag;mg, the State of Washington should exercise its
amhcnty to regulate Dangerous Wastes and i impose fines on generators, when they illegally ship or
dispose of Dangerous Wastes as Low-Level Wastes - rather than solely imposing penalties on the
Hanford site and Hanford contractors;

5) based on d ion of inad d for waste traceability, characterization,
dmgnanon and packaging, poor cmplnycc training practices, the state of Washington should require
in the sitewide RCRA perrml that the offsite generators provide the full, long-term cost of managing
the wastes - ending the practice of the generators paying only approximately 50% of the marginal
cost of burying their wastes; and, USDOE should immediately begin to ensure that its offsite

2 pay the fully burdened, long-term costs of monitoring wastes shipped to Hanford, and a
proportionate share of the ultimate closure costs for burial gmunds or storage facilities (Obviously,
this would lly incentivize the g to reduce the wastes they ship to Hanford, while

the USDOE decision to ship waste to Hanford is based on NOT minimizing LLW volumes);

6) the State of Washington's Department of Ecology must have the financial resources and staff to

monitor and inspect generators - Ecology should use its Mixed Waste permit fee authority to charge
these costs;

7) the State of Washington must start inspecting trucks with DOE radioactive waste at the state
border for safety, packaging compliance and proper manifesting -as is currently required for
commercial radioactive waste shipments. This can be required as a permit condition, without
amending RCW 46.48.200, and WAC 446-50-050.

DOE assessments of nine generator sites, which have produced waste and shipped it to Hanford,
including Argonne National Laboratories, Brookl National Lak ies, Lawrence Berkley
Mational Laboratories, Fermi National Accelerator Lal v, KMS/Ann Arbor, Paducah Gaseous
Diffusion Plant, Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant, Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory, and
Rocky Flats Plant ill a history of noncompliance with Hanford's own Waste Acceptance
C.nterja DOE documents evidence numerous failures to adequately assure the safety of their

i to accompany waste ship with complete and accurate prof o
properly package or accurately weigh waste shipments; to ensure the absence of free flowing liquids
within the waste shipments; and to properly train or to document proper training for people

handling these waste shif These problems ill a failure by DOE to be able to
demonstrate an ability to meet requi of Washington's Dang, Waste Law and federal
hazardous waste law for charactenizing and designating wastes and ing that dang; or

hazardous wastes are not illegally disposed of in Hanford's Low-Level Burial Grounds.

While the DOE documents indicate many such compliance failures, it is unlikely that they capture
the full magnitude of waste mi at generator sites, since many of the assessments
checklists used in DOE assessments are incomplete. This suggests that many waste generator sites
do not take the assessments seriously, that the DOE has not been appropriately thorough in

Jucting the and that mi e is even wider spread than the documents
indicate.

Problems at waste generator sites are significant, but constitute only part of the pmblc.m with waste
hif to Hanford. Deg of Energy, Richland (DOE-RL) is complicit in years of

msmamgcmcnt ofol'f site wastes. Hanford has a long history of storing its low level waste in

unlined, itored and o d hes, a p dure which has undermined

Hanford's safety for years and continues to do so today. Furtl Ithough DOE d

indicate that DOE-RI. often detected problems with off-site waste before it was accepted at

Hanford, they also reveal numerous failures at DOE-RL o identify risks before wastes were buried,
and to correct problems when they came to light. The most disturbing ple of this tend was
DOE-RL’s illegal burial of "Mixed Waste" (waste that is both radicactive and contains either
Dangerous Wastes or Hazardous Wastes) in the Low-Level Burial Grounds (LLBG) from 1989-
1995, md its failure to correct the mistake when the waste was identified as mixed waste in 1996,

fore, Washi State I Waste landfills, subject to
Washington State hazardous waste Iaw and administrative code (1.0.1). The Hanford site is currently

pliant with Washington State law, reason enough to curtail additions of waste to the site.

The helmi id of probl at DOE waste generator sites and at Hanford should
compel \!(’ashmgmn State to continue the State's policy of opposing off-site waste imports. Yet, the
DOE has issued a Final decision (February 25,2000) to make Hanford a National Radioactive
Waste Dumpsite. The decision, is to ship LLW and MW from DOE facilities to two sites, one of
which is Ilanford This would greatly increase the total waste buried at Hanford, and the potential
© ion sources for ground and the Columbia River. As of January 12, 2000, the DOE
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plan was to ship 105,000 cubic meters of mixed waste and 70,000 cubic meters of low-level waste to

Hanford (1.0.2). This would be at least 13 truckloads of waste per week, and 676 truckloads of waste

per year (1.0.3). This report, based on a review of documents obtained through the Freedom of

Information Act, provides evidence of poor management of such waste in the recent past, and many
I i

: - e Aagem e E Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federally Owned and Leased Buildings.
dangerous mistakes in: characterizing wastes; desig P wastes [ to W I = 9537 K)

waste law; the lack of treatment and volume reduction; the illegal disposal of hazardous,/dangerous Cauffman, S. A:Lew, H.S.

mixed wastes in the Low Level Burial grounds; the lack of liners, leachate collection and RCRA

I ground e 1 ound

comj g i beneath the LLBG; the illegal
failure by USDOE to have a closure and monitoring plan for the LLBG; the inability of generator
sites to properly manifest and track the source and amounts of wastes sent to Hanford; in training
problems identified for generator sites sending wastes; packaging violations. ..

NISTIR 6762; 27 p. January 2002,

Available from:

Based on documents discovered through the Freedom of Information Act, the following report National Technical Information Service (NTIS), Technology Administration, U.S, Department of
. P ey . P N Commerce, Springfield, VA 22161,

organized by site, establishes DOE's history of LLW mismanagement and the likelihood that the Telephone: 1-800-553-6847 or 703-605-6000:

shipment of additional waste will endanger the health of Washington State’s envi and its P y - g

inhabitants.

Fax: 703-605-6900; Rush Service (Telephone Orders Only) 800-553-6847;
Website: hitp://www.ntis.gov
Order number: PB2002-102211

Document available in full at www_ heartofamericanorthwest.org
Keywords:
seismic; safety; federal buildings; evaluation; rehabilitation

Abstract:

r)

The seismic safety e and mitigati ds, Standards for Seismic Safety for Existing
Federally Owned and Leased Buildings, were developed for use by the Federal Government by the
Interagency Committee on Seismic Safety in Construction (ICSSC) in conjunction with the National
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) and with the funding support aof several ICSSC member
agencies. The intent of this document is to provide Federal agencies with minimum and extended
standards for the evaluation and mitigation of seismic hazards in their building inventories. This
document responds 1o Executive Order 12941 Sec. 4, which directs the ICSSC to "..update the
Standards at least every 5 years," and to "...update the Standards within 2 years of the publication of the
First Edition of FEMA's guidelines for Seismic Rehabilitation of Buildings and Commentary." Life-
Safety is defined as the minimum acceptable performance obfective for Federal buildings. This
document further provides for an extended level of, perfomance, Immediate Occupancy, where required
fo meet agency mission. FEMA 310, Handbook for the Seismic Evaluation of Buildings - A Pr dard,
and FEMA 356, Prestandard and Commentary for the Seismic Rehababilitation af Buildings, provide
the basis for defining these performance objectives and evaluation criteria. Situations requiring an
evaluation and if necessary, mitigation, are id ified. The Standards and Commentary include: an
identification of situations that trigger application of the Standrds, preliminary and detailed evaluation
procedures, and mitigation requirements for the two performance abjectives, Life-Safety and Immediate
Occupancy.

Building and Fire Research Laboratory
National Instinie of Standards and Technology
Gaithersburg, MD 20899

httn-/ffire niet onvihfrlnahe i 1AM et il
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PREFACE
Stephen Cauffman .
In response to Public Law 101-614, the Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federally
Degenkolb Engincers Owned or Leased Buildings and Commentary (RP 4) was issued by the Interagency Committee
on Seismic Safety in Construction (ICSSC) in 1994, Pursuant to Executive Order 12941 . the
John Dal Pino Standards are periodically updated to incorporate advanced knowledge in earthquake
Chris Poland ineering gained from h and from observed performance of structures in recent

carthquakes. This document, Standards of Seismic Safety for Federally Owned and Leased
Buildings (RP 6), is the revision to the Standards of Seismic Safery for Owned or Leased
Buildings and Commentary (RP 4).

The intent of the Standards is to identify common mini luation and

for all Federal departments and agencies, and to ensure that all federal entities have a balanced,

agency-conceived and controlled seismic safety program for their existing owned or leased
buildings.

Since the issuance of RP 4, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has published
a number of documents related to evaluation and rehabilitation of existing buildings. The
Handbook for the Seismic Evaluation of Buildings — A Py dard (FEMA 310), supersedes the
NEHRP Handbook for the Seismic Evaluation of Existing Buildings {FEMA 178). The
Prestandard and Commentary for the Seismic Rehabilitation aof Buildings {FEMA 356) now
provides guidance for seismic rehabilitation of buildings. Under the auspices of FEMA,

dards for seismic evaluation and rehabilitation are being developed by the American Society
of Civil Engineers (ASCE) based on FEMA 310 and FEMA 356, These documents are

fi 1 and cited throughout the standards (RP 6) and as they become available, they will be
incorporated into RP 6,

ICSSCRP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings ICSSC RP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
s v 2 £ . —2HINCAres ol seismic salety tor Bxisting Federal Buildings
Standards =i - January 18, 2002 Standards - iii - January 18, 2002
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STANDARDS
1.0 INTRODUCTION

The intent of the Standards of Seismic Safery for Federally Owned and Leased Buildings
(hereinafter referred to as the Standards) is to provide Federal i ini

with
and higher 1 for the evaluation and mitigation of seismic risks in their owned or leased
buildings, and privately owned buildings on Federal land to ensure that all agencies have a
bhal d, agency-conceived and d seismic safety program. The Standards allow for

twao levels of seismic performance: a minimum Life-Safety level intended to provide a low risk
of earthquake induced life safety endangerment and a higher Immediate Occupancy level,

intended to the risk of earthquake-induced impairment of mission, recommended far
critical facilities. The Standards build upon previous efforts by the Interagency Committee on
Seismic Safety in Construction (ICSSC) in support of the National Earthquake Hazards
Reduction Program (NEHRF). This document supersedes the Interagency Committee on Seismic

Safety in Construction's Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federally Owned or Leased
Buildings and Commenzary (RP 4).

The Standards consist of this Introduction and three additional sections as follows:

The Application of the Standards section identifi that trigger the application of the
Standards, defines compli with the Standards, and identifies additi that must
be included in each agency’s seismic safety responsibilities for existing buildings.

The Evaluation Requirements of the Standards identifies building data required before

conducting a building evaluation and provides guidance on the application of FEMA 310 and
FEMA 356 based on building type and other factors.

The Mitigation Requirements section of the Standards includes the requirements for mitigation
of seismic risks; standards for rehabilitation of structural, non-structural,
foundation/geologic/site, and adjacency hazards; guidance on incremental or partial

rehabilitation; alternative mitigation methods; and rehabilitation of historic buildings based on
FEMA 356.

C1  INTRODUCTION:

RP 4, published in 1994, was based upon FEMA. 178, NEHRP Handbook for the Seismic

I of Existing Buildings, which established the criteria for evaluating buildings to a
perf level of Substantial Life-Safety. Since the publication of RP 4, several new
d have been published that have made RP 4 cbsolete. The 1997 NEHRP Recommended
Provisions for Seismic Regulations for New Buildings and Other Structures Parts I and 7

(FEMA 302 and 303) introduced new seismic hazard maps that better defined the risk of
damaging ground shaking across the United States. These design maps were based on
probabilistic seismic hazard maps produced by the U.S. Geological Survey. The maps provide
median values of 5 % damped spectral accelerations at two periods (0.2 sec and 1.0 sec) for Site

ICSSCRP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
———Jtandards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings

Standards -1- January 18, 2002

Class B (FEMA 302), with a 2 % exceedance probability in 50 years (return period of about
2500 years). Prior to the 1997 NEHRP Recommended Provisions, ground shaking intensity was
characterized by effective peak response acceleration, A,, and effective peak velocity-related
response ncceleration, A, These values were derived from maps developed by Algermissen and
Perkins for shaking with a 10 % exceedance probability in 50 years (retum period of about 500
years) on rock sites,

In 1997, FEMA 273, NEHRP Guidelines for the Seismic Rehabilitation of Buildings and FEMA
274, NEHRP Commentary on the Guidelines for the Seismic Rehabilitation of Buildings were
published. A prestandard based upon these d was issued in Ni ber 2000 as
Prestandard and Commentary for the Seismic Rehabilitation of Buildings (FEMA 356) and is
panied by a | entitled, Global Topics Report on the Prestandard and
Commentary for the Seismic Rehabilitation of Buildings (FEMA 357). FEMA 310, Handbook for
the Seismic Evaluation of Buildi g5, A P lard, was published in 1998, (It will soon be
published by the American Society of Civil Engineers as the ASCE 31 standard.) While FEMA
178 dealt only with the life-safety risk, FEMA 310 and FEMA 356 include procedures for
evaluation and rehabilitation of buildings for Life-Safety and I diate Occupancy perfi
levels,

1 Objectives

The primary objective of the Standards is to reduce the life-safety risk to occupants of Federal
buildings and to the public. Life-Safety is the mini per level appropriate for
Federal buildings. In addition, the Standards provide for a higher level of performance,
commonly referred to as Immediate Occupancy, when needed to meet agency mission
requirements. Both levels of performance are defined in Section 1.1.1 below,

Cl.1 jectives:

RP 4 established Substantial Life-Safety as the minimum performance level for Federally owned
and leased buildings. Executive Order 12941 directed Federal agencies to adopt RP 4 for use in
assessing the seismic safety of their owned and leased buildings and in mitigating seismic risks
in those buildings. Recent carthquakes have clearly identified the importance of immediate use
of critical facilities after an eanthquake. Recognizing this need, FEMA 310 provides for
evaluation to a higher level of perf i di ipancy, in to Life-Safety.

dditi

The Standards are not intended for use in judging the adequacy of past good-faith agency efforts

at eval and they are intended to establish appropriate minimums for actions
taken after the Standards are fi Ily adopted by the ICSSC.

LL1  Seismic Rehabilitation Objectives

FEMA 310 defines the Life-Safety and Immediate Occupancy Performance Levels as follows:

Life-Safety Level: Building performance that includes significant damage to both structural and
nonstructural components during the design earthquake, though at least some margin against

ICSSCRP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
Standards -2- January 18, 2002
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either partial or total structural collapse remains. Injuries may oceur, but the level of risk for

Tif ing injury and p is low. People will likely be unable to reoccupy the
g for i use until | repairs are pleted

build:

Immediate Occupancy Level: Building performance that includes very limited damage to both
structural and nonstructural components during the design earthquake. The basic vertical and
lateral-force-resisting systems retain nearly all of their pr hquak gth and stiffi

The level of risk for life-threatening injury as a result of damage is very low. Although some
minor repairs may be necessary, the building can be fully occupied after a design earthquake,
and the needed repairs may be pleted while the building is ied

In addition to these performance levels, FEMA 356 defines the Damage Control Structural
Performance Range as the continuous range of damage states between the Life Safety Structural
Performance Level and the Immediate Occupancy Structural Performance Level, Design for
performance within the Damage Control Structural Performance Range may be desirable to
minimize repair time and operation interruption, to protect valuabl i or

preserve important historic features when the cost of design for Immediate Occupancy is
excessive.

or to

LL2  Additional Objectives

Federal agencies may pursue more stringent standards than Life-Safety for those buildings where
a higher performance level is necessary to control damage or maintain post-earthquake operation
for mission readiness. The Standards provide for evaluation and mitigation of seismic risks in
Federal buildings to a performance level of Immediate Occupancy where this higher level of
perf ¢ is needed. Buildings that must remain fully functional during an earthquake and
afterwards (Operational Level) are beyond the scope of the Standards and must be evaluated
using appropriate, agency specific criteria.

* Emergency vehicle garages and emergency aircraft hangars 7

*  Designated communication centers

* Aviation control towers and air traffic control centers

LR c ining sufficient quantities of toxic or explosi L deemed to be
hazardous to the public

*  Water facilities required to maintain water p for fire

The Standards provide tools for evaluating buildi gs to the 1 Occupancy performance

level. Agencies may, at their discretion, designate buildi gs other than those listed above to have

a perfi level of diate Occupancy. Levels of perfi higher than Immediate

Occup require ideration of all critical building systems and the availability of utilities.
Such consideration is beyond the scope of the Standards.

C1.1.2 Additional Objectives

Some Federal agencies own or lease buildings that house facilities that are considered essential
or mission critical and should be evaluated 1o the I liate Occupancy perfi level. The
definition of what is “essential” or “mission critical” needs to be determined by each individual
agency. As a guide, Section 1.3.1 of the 2000 Edition, NEHRP Recommended Provisions for
Seismic Regulations for New Buildings and Other Structures (FEMA 368) defines the following
buildings as essential facilities:

1. Scope — Compliance Categories

The Standards address the p vulnerability of Federal buildings to all significant seismic
risks, which are grouped into four compliance categories:

Structural,
Nonstructural,
- Foundation,
- Geologic Site, and
- Adjacency.

The basis for evaluation of buildings within the United States (the fifty states and territories)
shall be the Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCE) shaking values obtained from the seismic
hazard maps, modified to account for Site Class effects and reduced by a factor of 2/3 as found
in FEMA 310. The MCE maps show values of 5 % damped, spectral response accelerations with
a 2% chance of exceedance in 50 years, except at some sites in highly active seismic regions,
where MCE shaking contours are based on i gnitud hquakes on the known
faults in the region. As an altemative to using mapped values of MCE shaking demands, site-
specific MCE seismic hazards defined using the site-specific procedure described in the 2000

NEHRP Provisions, incorporating detailed information about a particular site’s geology and
seismicity, may also be used,

* Fire or rescue and police stations,

* Hospitals,

* Designated medical facilities having emergency treatment facilities,

* Designated gency preparedness centers

* Designated emergency operation centers

+ Designated emergency shelters

* Power generating stations or other utilities required as emergency back-up facilities for
Seismic Use Group 111 ial facilities)

ICSSCRP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings

Standards

-3- January 18, 2002

[€12 Scope- liance C: i

The compli categories identified — 1, nonstructural, foundation, geologic

site, and adj Y — are ¢ ient groupings of sources of potential life-safety risks. Elements
of all are included within the scope of FEMA 310. The adjacency category often will directly
involve property not owned by the government and may therefore require legal or administrative
intervention, rather than engineering solutions.

The seismic maps accompanying the 2000 NEHRP Rec ded Provisions and ref d
the Standards represent the varying levels of seismic hazard for all areas in the United States.

in

ICSSCRP &

Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
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These maps should be used by agencies along with site-specific studies (where appropriate) to
establish the seismicity of a site.

¢. detached one- and two-family wood frame dwellings located where Sps 20.4 g that
satisfy the light-frame construction requirements of the 2000 NEHRP Recommended
1.2.1  Ttems Not Included in the Standards Provisions for Seismic Regulations for New Buildings and Other Structures,
d. agricultural and storage structures that are intended only for incidental human
The Standards do not include means to evaluate or mitigate the effects of: occupancy o that are oceupied by persons for a total of less than 2 hours a day,
. one story buildings of steel light frame or wood construction with areas less than
flooding, 280 m® (3000 l't’}.
fire, _ f. special structures including, but not limited to: bridges, transmission towers,
wind, industrial towers and equipment, piers and wharves, and hydraulic structures,
- blast, or 2. fully rehabilitated buildings that comply with these Standards, to the satisfaction of
- volcanic activity. the owning agency, in all compliance categories (structural, nonstructural, foundation,
" geologic site hazards, and adjacency),
The Standards also do not address criteria for: h. post-benchmark buildings as defined in Table 1-1 which also comply with the
- repair of damaged or deteri d buildings, including damage caused by previous structural, nonstructural, foundation, geologic site hazards, and adjacency compliance
earthquakes, categories and are being evaluated to the Life-Safety Performance Level,
= preparation of post-earthquake preparedness plans, or i. pre-benchmark buildings which have been shown by evaluation to the satisfaction of
seismic instr ion of Federal buildi the owning agency to be life-safe in all four compliance categories,
- . J- buildings constructed for the Federal Government whose detailed design was done
C1.2.1 Items Not Included in the Siandards after the date of adoption of Executive Order 12699 (January 5, 1990) and that were
designed and constructed in accordance with the ICSSC Guidelines and Procedures
Although there are obvious interactions between seismic hazards and other natural or manmiade Sfor fmph’ﬂlle#h'alian of the Executive Order on Seismic Safety of New Building
threats to buildings, a multi-hazard approach is beyond the scope of this document, However, Construction, RP 2.1-A, .
bef AT Ere SR k. build heduled for demol short-term leases; and foreclosure

Ore mitlgation measures are taken for seismic deficiencies, it is strongly suggested that other buildin; R
Eomn.ual' % add;gmcu.la.rly m;iddamll bl.m b:r?‘:ﬁ:‘dgﬁ' Lt be?mﬁg;;;::; I the remaining Iuseful life of the building or the agency's requirement for the building

luding those buildings d d by earthquakes. However, a;y agency conducting an has been Jdcnnt?cdl as being less thap five years, )

1 of  building d w", by any At investigate the condition of both the vertical m. rehabilitated hu1lld1rlggs that substantially comply with RP 4, or other agency specific
and lateral-force-resisting elements to ensure that these elements can perform dependably during standanlis and criteria to the satisfaction of lhle owning agency, in all four compliance
an earthquake. categories (structural, nonstructural, foundation, geologic site hazards, and

adjacency).
Seismic i ion of Federal buildings is not add; 1 by the Standards. Agencies should —
be encouraged to instrument a sample number of Federal buildings to record their responses Scope - Buildin
during seismic events in order to validate and/or imp their expected performance. : ; ? = :
Buildings that require higher performance than Life-Safety should be identified as such prior to
1.3 Scope — Buildings their elimination as pted buildings to assure that they are given adequate consideration.
- Also, performance expectations for recently d buildings should be compared with their
Except for buildings that require a seismic performance level beyond Life-Safety or Immediate e I' I.:le S b};emsuggestcdu::'fa!ﬂe 1-1 of the Standards (Section 1.3.1),
Occupancy because of agency mission requirements, the following buildings are exempt from TRy o Ssappicae I the higher performiance objectives.
the Standards:

The list of buildings that need not meet the Standards — either because they are unlikely o
a. all buildings located in regions of low seismicity where Spe<0.167 g.and prescta s:_gr_l:ﬁcnm llf&‘safmy ESk 26 he‘u:ausc gy :10 n?‘ I'|l.qu1uI]JLh§ ho:;ll;dancs co;mnm:ly
Sp<0.067 g (unless designated by agency as a critical facility), placed on '3 an EY — Was g the extent of

s o farmt e application of FEMA 310, and previous exemptions liste.d?n the Standards of Seismic Safety for
. detached one- and two-family dwellings located where Sps<0.4 & Existing Federally Owned or Leased Buildings and Commentary, RP 4, that are still valid.

ICSSCRP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
Standards -5- January 18, 2002 ICSSC RP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildines
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Item a. is based upon the recommendation by the ICS5C to exempt Federal buildings in regions
of low seismicity. Agencies may, at their discretion, choose to apply higher performance levels
to buildings located in areas where Sps<0.167 g and Sp;<0.067 £ to meet mission requirements.
Ttem b, ¢, and d are based directly on the extent of application of FEMA 310, FEMA 310 does
not automatically exempt any class of buildings, however, based on the exemptions contained in
codes for new buildings, agencies may elect to exempt these classes of construction. Trems e, £
h, and i have been retained from RP 4. - Eh

1.3.1  Benchmark Buildings

A benchmark building is one that was designed and built in accordance with adequate seismic
provisions, which are idered to provide ptable life-safety p i e d inati
of benchmark years is complex and varies with building location, age, structural system, and
governing building code. A table of benchmark years is provided in Table 1-1. Note that if the
seismicity of a region has changed since the benchmark dates listed in Table 1-1, building must
have been designed and constructed or evaluated in accordance with the current seismicity of the
region to be compliant with the Standards. Only buildings designed and constructed in

accord with the d listed in Table 1-1 and being evaluated to the Life-Safety
Performance Level may be idered Benchmark Buildi

Table 1-1: Benchmark Buildings

Model Building Seismic Design

Pr.

Pr
Building Type'™ BOCA | SBCCI | UBC | NEHRF
Wood Frame, Wood Shear Panels (Type W1 & W2) | 1993 1994 1976_| 1985
Wood Frame, Wood Shear Panels (Type W1A) 1993 1994 1976 | 1585
Steel Moment Resisting Frame (Type S1 & S14) . = 19947 | =
Steel Braced Frame (Type 52 & 52A) 1993 1994 1988 | 1991
Light Metal Frame (Type 53) * * N =
Steel Frame w/ Concrete Shear Walls (Type 54) 1993 1954 1976|1985
?;I";[““’d Concrete Moment Resisting Frame (Type 1993 1994 1976 | 1985

orced Concrete Shear Walls (Type C2 & C2A) | 1993 | 1904 1976 | 1985
| Steel with URM Infill (Type S5, $5A) . * d

h URM Infill (Type C3 & C3A) | *
| Tilt-up Concrete (Type PC1 & PClA) .
| Precast Concrete Frame (Type PC2 & PC2A) .
Reinforced Masonry (Type RM 1) .
B i
-
*

| Reinforced Masonry (Type RM2)
| Unreinforced Masonry (Type URM)"_

»

O *

O v
1997
994 1976_|
19917

. 0

-

993

URM)
Unreinforced Masonry (Type URMA)

ww

'Building Type refers to one of the Common Building Types defined in FEMA 310, Table 2-2
(p. 2-6 through 2-10).

*Buildings on hillside sites shall not be idered Benchmark Building

*Flat Slab M Resisting Frame Buildings shall not be idered Benchmark Building:
“Steel Moment-Resisting Frame Connections shall comply with the 1994 UBC Emergency
Provisions, the 1997 UBC, the 1997 AISC Seismic Provisions, the 2000 IBC or FEMA 350; or
the analytical evaluation provisions of FEMA 351.

ICSSCRP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
Standards

-7- Januvary 18, 2002

*Buildings with thin-walled steel tubes in braced frames shall not be considered Benchmark
Buildings.

SURM buildings evaluated using the ABK Methodology (ABK, 1984) may be considered
benchmark buildings.

"Refers to the UCBC.

*Mo benchmark year; buildings shall be evaluated using the Standards,
**Local provisions shall be compared with the URC.,

BOCA - Building Officials and Code Admini National Building Code.
SBCCI - Southern Building Code Congress I ional, Standard Building Code.

UBC - International Conference of Building Code Officials, Uniform Building Code.

NEHRP - Federal Emergency Management Agency, NEHRP Recommended Provisions for the
Develoy of Seismic Regulations for New Buildings and Other Structures,

UCBC - Uniform Code for Building Conservation

Note: Table adapted from fourth ballot version of ASCE Draft Stand

d for Seismic E
of Existing Buildings,

CL.3.1 Benchmark Buildings

The establisk of bench years that will ically qualify buildings as being

ly adequate is plex. The designation of benchmark years ch ges to reflect new
knowledge gained from studying the performance of buildings in seismic events, from new
research results, and other relevant information, Table 1-1 reflects the benchmark years adopted
by the ICSSC for Federal Buildings. Benchmark years for any previously used seismic

provisions can be i paring lting designs by building types with the
acceptance standards. Care must be taken in such comparisons to consider all possible variations
of the building type studied.

132 Leased Buildings

The Standards shall apply to all or portions of non-Federally owned buildings leased by the
Federal Government, unless exempt under the provisions of Section 1.3

The following provisions shall also apply:

a. Nonew leases or lease renewals/extensions shall be made in buildings that do not comply
with the Standards.

Exception: If no seismically conforming space is available, otherwise acceptable space with the
best seismic resistance shall be pursued.

b. The building owner shall obtain

ion by a regi: ] professional engi that the
building conforms to the Standards.,
ICSSCRP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
Standards S8

January 18, 2002
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0 APPLICATION OF THE STANDARDS
C1.3.2 Leased Buildings
: This section defines those situations that trigger a seismic evaluation and rehabilitation of a
Non-federally owned buildings in which the Federal Government leases space are subject to the Federal building,
Standards, unless exempt per Section 1.3, RP 4 provided an ption that allowed to
continue leasing space in non-conforming buildings if no other conforming space was available,

1.3.3  Privately-Owned Buildings on Federal Land

At a minimum, a building shall be evaluated and P risks d when any of the
following occur:
The Standards shall be applied to all privately owned buildings located on Federal land. a. achange in the building’s function which results in a signi i in the building's
lication of the Standards to evaluation and rehabilitation of seismic risks shall be the

PF level of use, importance, or occupancy, as determined by the agency,

responsibility of the building owner, . b. aproject is planned which significantly extends the building's useful life through alterations

_ or repairs which total more than 30 % of the replacement value of the facility.

C1.3.3 Privately-Owned Buildings on Federal Land ¢ the building or part of the building has been damaged by fire, wind, earthquake, or other
cause 1o the extent that, in the judgement of the agency, ig structural d dation of

Privately-owned buildings on Federal land, such as ire buildings in National Parks, the building’s vertical or lateral load carrying systems has occurred,

schools an military bases, and buildings constructed and owned by private contractors with long- d. the building is deemed by the agency to be an ptionally high risk to

term exclusi lationships with ies, were by RP4. H

3 public at large, or
ICSSC has ded that these buildings be eval d and that bl

g s seismic risks - the building is added to the Federal inventory through purt:hasc or donation after adoption of
be mitigated. As a result, the Standards shall apply to all privately owned buildings located on the Standards.

Federal land.

or the

€11 Siwations Requiring Evaluation and Mitigation

Seismic risk mitigation programs consist of both “active” and “passive” components. “Active”
components of a seismic risk mitigation program specifically require some action to be taken,
such as inventory, evaluation, planning for rehabilitation, and rehabilitation of buildings.

The focus of the “passive” components or “triggers” is on ch ges to the building which i

its life or value or will increase the risk level of the building, such as a change in occupancy.
The philosophy of the use of triggers is to achieve safety similar to a new building when
renovating an old building. Such triggers also serve to gradually reduce the overall seismic risk
presented by the existing building stock. Since such triggered improvements will be done
concurrently with significant non-seismic work, the cost and disruption attributable to the
seismic rehabilitation is minimized.

In the private sector, strict enforcement of such triggers has also served to effectively limit

improvements to the existing building stock and at times has encouraged careful planning to
avoid the triggers.

The basic triggers listed in this section T i pplication of the
philosophy discussed above. Because of the efficiency of combining seismic rehabilitation with

other work, additional triggers may be advantageous for each agency considering characteristics
of its own program.

The definition of the term “exceptionally high risk” varies from agency to agency but is based
upon consideration of one or more of the following factors: (1) seismicity of the building site,

ICSSCRP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
ICSSCRFP & Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
Standards

Standards -10- January 18, 2002
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(2) structural system, (3) number of P (4) date of ion, (5) number of stories, (6)
occupancy type, (7) size (area), (8) structural irregularities, (9) unusual building geometry ar
characteristics, and (10) importance of building to agency mission.

A buildi ing an “

Zp ptionally high risk” may be discovered at any time, either in a
systematic evaluation process, or by review of the building for other purposes. A plan to reduce
such high risks should be developed immediately. One or more of the mitigation measures listed
in Section 4.1 should be considered. 5

Item e. is intended to prevent unsafe buildings from being permanently added to the Federal
inventory, by triggering a seismic evaluation and if ¥, mitigation, when they are
acquired. It is not intended to apply to building; iporarily under Federal ownership, such as
those in the assets of failed banks placed under Federal guardianship. Newly leased buildings
are covered in Section 1.3.2.

GreenLaw, University of Washington Schoal of Law
Page 56 of 66

2.2 Compliance

A building is considered to be in compliance with the Standards if the building is:
. exempl from the Standards in accordance with Section 1.3,
b. d ined by evaluation to be in compli with the Standards in dance with Section

3.0,0r
€. unacceptable seismic risks have been mitigated in accordance with Section 4.0,

Compliance with the Standards should result in a minimum performance level of Life-Safety.
The Standards also provide for the evaluation of buildings and mitigation of seismiic risks to
meet the higher performance level of Immediate Occupancy where this level of performance is
required to meet the agency's mission.

23 ualifications of Evaluators, Designers, and Reviewers

work shall be prepared by a regi profe i with experience in the type of work
being considered. For independent peer reviews of altemative or innovative evaluation methods,
analysis techniques or rehabilitation concepts required by the Standards, an individual highly
qualified in the field of earthquake engineering or a panel of such individuals should be selected
by the agency. Tier 2 and Tier 3 evaluations in accordance with FEMA 310 of potential
foundation deficiencies, and geologic site hazards should be conducted by a geotechnical

or 2 gist qualified to perform the work by registration and/or

In general, all evaluation, devel of mitigation approaches, and design of rehabilitation

experience.

3 ifications of Evalua igners eview,

Registered engineers should be used to evaluate seismic risks for each of the four compliance
categories for a specific building and to plan rehabilitation sch y for mitigati
The experience and qualifications of the individuals should match the scope and complexity of

ICSSCRP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
Standards -11- January 18, 2002

the assi Registration as a Professional Ej

is il to ensure that an individual
possesses at least a familiarity with design and analysis of buildings for lateral loads. In
addition, training and i in seismic i igations should be required

Those with a minimum amount of such background experience may be qualified for relatively
small and simple buildings. Highly qualified individuals may be required for plex buildings
or for peer review. Such persons will likely have academic credentials far beyond the bachelor
level with courses in 1d ics, inelasti 1 and other topics in advanced
earthquake engineering. They may have published technical articles on seismic issues of
existing structures or be active in related professional organizations. Their project experience
should relate specifically to seismic investigations of structures. They should be capable of

idi 1 refe ing to their 1 completion of projects similar to that

L (=8 o
" contemplated by the agency.

A specialist in geology or geotechnical engineering should be used for evaluation of foundation
deficiencies and geologic site hazards. -

24 Additional Requirements

As part of each agency's seismic safety responsibilities for existing buildings, the following
shall be impl d as appropriate:

a. development of standards for seismic performance levels higher than Life-Safety and
I diate Occupancy if Y 10 CAITY QUL agency mission,

b. develop and di of agency-specific policies consistent with all provisions of
the Standards,
<. that c

of quality control are included in such policies and

applied to all phases of evaluation, design, and construction, in a manner consistent with
FEMA 310 and FEMA 356, and

d. assurance that agency-specific standards and procedures for evaluation and mitigation of
hazards are substantially equivalent to or more stringent than FEMA 310 and FEMA 356 or
successor documents adopted by the ICSSC,

4 Additi uire

Item c., quality control, cannot be overlooked in a seismic hazard mitigation project. All phases

of a project, including evaluation, design, and construction, must be menitored and evaluated to

be . Guid. from d like the Standards, FEMA 310, and FEMA 356/357 is

needed in order to consistently identify and improve seismically hazardous buildings. However,
earthquake engineering is not an exact science. Codes are constantly developing in an attempt to
incorporate new research results and to balance safety, building performance, and cost.

na S )

. a4

g is required to properly apply the provision of the Standards
1o existing buildings. Reviews of evaluations for consi . of ion d for
deq and of col ion itself for pli with drawings and i dards are
all essential to maximize effectiveness of the project.
ICSSC RP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
Standards -12- January 18, 2002
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Item d. is intended to serve as a lized “grandfather” clause. It is not the intent of the
Standards to rewrite agency p jures but to set ini dards for use by all
Federal agencies. Once the Standards are formally adopted for Federal use, each agency should
be able to demonstrate that its existing programs meet or exceed the Standards, which should be
considered a mini acceptable level of seismic safety for Federal buildi

ICSS5C RP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
Standards -13- January 18, 2002

3.0 EVALUATION

The purpose of the evaluation described in this section is to determine whether buildings meet
the Life-Safety or Immediate Occupancy performance levels as required to meet agency mission.
FEMA 310 provides a seismic evaluation process for existing buildings in any region of
seismicity to either the Life-Safety or Immediate Occupancy levels. The flowchart shown in
Figure 3-1 provides an overview of the evaluation process, but does not include further
evaluation steps that may be required based on irregularities or height limits for model building
types. Note also that an agency may determine, through a risk assessment, that the level of risk
is sufficiently low that mitigation is not required.

Unedoriaand e Evalustion Precess

17 Colbect Dts sl Wik S
21 Dewrming Reion of Senmicity
) Deiermaing Lirved of Perfosmance

©
31 Complete the Noauracsaral Chacklisns).
Tier 1t

e

FULL BATLOSG 2 DEFICTENGY -0 Y
FVALUATE Buikling sting one of i
tallawing prosedares
1j Lincar Sisdc Proondure B AmALYsIE
2 Lisear Dyosemic Procedure

3 Special Frovedare

Figure 3-1: Schematic of Evaluation Process.

ICSSCRP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
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3.1 Evaluation Requirements

Seismic evaluation of a building for a specific performance level shall be carried out to satisfy
the objectives of the Standards (Section 1.1). The level of performance shall be established by
the agency having the jurisdiction over the building.

All buildings that do not meet the exemption criteria defined in Section 1.3 shall be evaluated
using the procedures set forth in FEMA 310 or successor document. Buildings complying with
the intent of all the requirements of FEMA 310 (or successor document) shall be deemed to meet
the specified performance level, either Life-Safety or I di

pancy.

Buildings may be evaluated for higher levels of performance than Life-Safety and Immediate

pancy by other well ished procedures based on rational methods of analysis.
C3.1 Evaluation Requirements

FEMA 310 provides a three-tier process for seismic evaluation of existing buildings. The

s dures allow buildings 1o be evaluated to either the Life-Safety or Immediate Occupancy
Ievel. A Tier 1 evaluation shall be conducted for all ipt buildings in J with
the requirements of Chapter 3 of FEMA 310. The Tier 2 evaluation is intended to be a detailed
follow-up on the potential deficiencies that are identified by the Tier | evaluation. For relatively
short, regularly configured buildings with a predictabl hguake per record, the Tier
2 evaluation need only address the identified deficiencies as outlined in FEMA 310. A full
building evaluation is not needed since it will likely not identify any other deficiencies that need

attention. For all other buildings, a full building eval is needed along with the detailed
consideration of the identified deficiencies to assure that the perfi bjective is properly
addressed. Full building Tier 2 or Tier 3 evaluations are required for I diate O

performance level, taller buildings, and buildings that resist carthquakes in a complex manner.
The evaluation process may be terminated and the building deemed to be compliant with the
Standards, if the results of analysis demonstrate that the building or its elements satisfy

4.0  MITIGATION

4.1 Requirements

Rehabilitation of buildings shall be performed in accordance with FEMA 356 or other methods
that are consistent with and achieve a Performance Level that is equivalent to those prescribed in
the Standards. Altematives to rehabilitation include, but are not limited to the following:

a. removal of the building from an agency inventory by termination of lease
sale with full discl or demolition.

b. T v ion of the building, or

c.

change in occupancy of the building such that it becomes exempt in accordance
with Section 1.3.

C4.1  Requirements

msmm require reducing the risk to life loss in all feder-ally owni
and in private buildings on Federal land in the largest pected earth
oF bulldings requiring immeai

ed and leased buildings
ke and

perform Juiring pancy as sp ":b\reachagu;y.
Mitigation measures may or may not include rehabilitation of the bu
the nature or extent of necessary

rehabilitation can be so extensive that abandonment and
relocation is a cost effective al i

ildrii:g itself. In some cases,

4.2 Minimum Standards and Scope for Rehabilitation

1If shov:'n by evaluation that the desired performance level is not satisfied, the rehabilitation of
any building or site to atain the Life-Safety level and/or th

¥ e Immediate Occupancy level shall
e il d satisfy substantially the requirements of FEMA 356,
irements. y

Special and historic buildings, because of their importance and value to the society, may be = . dards for bilitati

evaluated ‘:f an agpwqpml_;g:\:illﬁ perfwml:n;f m;ﬂﬂ;'sb;ahoﬂal mb? b&f aﬁaﬂnl;::umf;“m_ Since FEMA 310 is not a design standard, rehabilitation work must comply with FEMA 356 or
safety, depending on the building and whether the historic fabric i to be protected adequately, It agency standards if their are more stringent than FEMA 356.

is important to note that FEMA 310 isi led to serve as a guideli fe for evaluation of 43 1 ; —

buildings, but strict adherence to the letter of the d may ot be appropriate at all times. +.2__neremental/Partial Rehabilitation

Engineering judgement must be applied in situations where FEMA 310 is silent or not
applicable. What is important is that agencies meet the intent of FEMA 310, i.e. meet the

Risk-reduction by incremental or partial rehabilitation of a building is acceptable as an interim

P Sl st whes cealarEE Yo VAlieoes stepina c?mgletc seismic mitigation process. It shall be plem\im:d only if the partial
rehabilitation is designed and constructed in accordance with FEMA 356 and takes into account
future completion of the rehabilitation objective. In addition, such partial rehabilitation shall
comply with the following conditions:

. The rehabilitation measures shall not result in a reduction in the performance level of
the existing building;
ICSSCRP 6 Standards of Seismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildin ICSSCRP 6 Sta - - -
rds of S
ICSSCRI tarde T 12, 2000 SoSCRE m‘:la 63-0 cismic Safety for Existing Federal Buildings
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b. The rehabilitation measures shall not ereate a new structural irregularity or make an
existing structural irregularity more severe; and

GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law
Page 62 of 66

c. All new or rehabilitated p and el shall be detailed and
d to the existing structure in compli with the requi of FEMA
356,
C4.3  Incremental/Partial Rehabilitation

For a variety of reasons, it may be necessary to complete a rehabilitation project in several
phases. This practice is acceptable as long as rehabilitation measures do not reduce the
performance level of the existing structure at any time, except during actual rehabilitation

[ ion. The i | is careful id of the performance of the structure

after each i of rehabilitation in accordance with FEMA 356.

Innovative Mitigati thods

New materials and structural systems, or other non-complying techniques are generally allowed
by building codes subject to some form of review and approval. Generally, the alternative
methods must conform to the intent of the prevailing standard. This all is particularly
important for the seismic rehabilitation of existing buildings due to large numbers of special
conditions that inevitably arise. Many private and public institutions have established
procedures for peer review. Some have standing panels; others hire reviewers specifically for
projects when the need arises. Agencies should establish policies to ensure the independence
and qualifications of the reviewers. The policy should also cover the general procedures to be

44  Local Modification of Components

Local modification of deficient comp shall be permitted as an applicable rehabilitation
measure as long as the resultant rehabilitation conforms to FEMA 356.

al ificati
Some existing buildings have sut ial gth and stiffness, but some of their components
may not have adeq) 1gth, tough or d capacity to satisfy the rehabilitation
objectives. An appropriate rehabilitation for such structures may be to perform local
modifications of comp that are inadequate while retaining the basic configuration of the

building’s lateral-force resisting-system provided that the rehabilitation measures conform to
FEMA 356.

4.5  Removal or Lessening of Existing Irregularities

Removal or lessening of existing imregularities shall be permitted as an applicable rehabilitation
measure, provided the completed rehabilitation conforms o FEMA 356.

foll 1 by the engi and the

4.7 istoric Buildin

Historic buildings shall not be pted from the Standards, and depending upon their use may
be required to meet the same performance objectives as all other buildi g5 in the Federal

inventory. Many codes covering historic buildings allow some flexibility in required
performance depending on the effect of rehabilitation on important historic features. In some
cases, it may be appropriate to rehabilitate an historic building to the Damage Control Structural

Performance Range per FEMA 356 to ensure that the architectural fabric survives certain
carthquakes.

In preserving the historic fabric of these buildings, publications such as the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings and
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties shall be used. Alternative methods of

mitigation of seismic risks for historic buildings shall be permitted subject to the requirements of
Section 4.6.

Removal or i istil larities
R lor 1 ing of existing i larities may be an effective rehabilitation measure if a
seismic evaluation shows that the irregularities result in the inability of the building to meet the
performance objective but that their | would achieve it.

4.6 nnovative Mitigation Methods

Innovative mitigation methods that are beyond the scope of the requirements of FEMA 356 shall

be permitted, provided an analytical procedure acceptable to the agency shows that the required

performance level is attained. When new and innovative rehabilitation techniques are proposed

for a specific building, a peer review panel, acceptable to the agency, shall determine the
dequacy of the mitigati hniques proposed by the engineer (see Section 2.3).

ICSSC RP 6
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C4.7 Historic Buildings

The rehabilitation of historic buildings is a sensitive process. The design professionals must take
care to protect the historical character and fabric of the building as much as possible. This
reduces the flexibility and dom to make alterations to the In the develop of
itigation st i ideration must be given to the architectural and historic value of the
building. Many codes covering historic buildings allow some amount of flexibility in required
performance, depending upon the effect of rehabilitation on important historic features. Modern
building standards, including FEMA 356, do not specifically cover the use of all archaic
materials and systems. The intent of the Standards is to provide essentially the same level of
seismic performance objectives as for others without unreasonable impediment to the historic
preservation process, C ly, al ¥ itigati hods (see Section 4.6) are allowed
and encouraged when they can lessen the impact of the structural heni

ICSSCRP 6 s
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CHM.com - Preview ipoils mechear plan security seat - Jan. 26, 2004 42704 1028 AM

m G~ PRINTTH 1S Wackenhut, based in Palm Beach Gardens, Florida, has provided security at the facility since January 2000. It
Lcom.

is owned by Group 4 Falck A/S, a Danish company that claims to be a world leader in security services.

Powered by (§Clickability (Wackenhut)
save Th id the i 's office interview . .
T | Cose ¢ report said the inspector general's office interviewed more than 30 current and former security personnel.

Some of those interviewed "provided us with compelling testimony that there has been a pattem of actions by

PreView spo ilS nll(:le ar plant secu rity test :::sttchu:trgpp{»’e;s;r;ﬁcl going back to the mid-1980s that may have negatively affected the reliability” of security

From Mike Ahlers Among the reported abuses:
CNN Washington Bureau

+ Security personnel would be assigned 1o "tail” those acting as aggressors while they were touring ¥-12 buildings in
WASHINGTON (CNN) —-An exercise to test preparedness against a terrorist attack at a nuclear weapons preparation for an exercise.

plant in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, was compromised last summer when guards got a peek at the plans,

according to a report by the Department of Energy's inspector general, + Managers would increase the number of

lesser-prepared personnel before an exercise.

and put well-prep. Security in place of

The report, issued Monday, further said there was "compelling" evidence that security tests have been )
mimiplﬂ.alcd since the mid-1980s. + In an exercise in late 2000 or early 2001, security managers told security officers “the building and target to be attacked,
the exact number of adversaries, and the location where a diversion would occur.”

T'I:Le ¥-12 National SC{‘:‘LI.I"lt}’ Co.mplex - appmximal_ely 600 buildings over 811 acres - was mlablilshed aloqg * In simulated attacks where security wore gear to d whether they had received a simulated fatal
with the nearby Oak Ridge National Laboratory during World War I as part of the Manhattan Project to build gunshet, participants at limes removed the batteries from the gear, put the batteries in backward, or placed tape, mud or
the atomic bomb., Vaseline over the sensors so they would not operate properly.

Both are situated on the 33,750-acre Oak Ridge Reservation that is home to a number of Department of

The inspector general's office said that while no one had documentation to support the allegations, "the extent
Energy science and technology programs.

and the nature of the testimonial evidence" was compelling.

Several sensitive activities take place at the Y-12 plant, including the warehousing of enriched uranium and the
dismantlement and storage of weapons. The site was being tested to see if it could defend against potential
security incidents.

The Department of Energy did not immediately respond to calls from CNN. But in the report, the DOE's
National Nuclear Security Administration "concurred” with the findings and said it was implementing a series of
comective actions.

But the exercise was compromised when personnel were shown computer simulations of the attack in advance,
according to the DOE inspector general's office. Find this article at:
hitp:ffwww.cnn, ISI0 plant. i sl

"As a consequence, the test results were, in our judgment, tainted and unreliable,” the report said.

& Click to Print SAVE THIS | EMAL THIS | Close
The test manager became suspicious after guards at the Y-12 complex fended off all four simulated attacks, Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article.
each involving a different scenario, Inspector General Gregory H. Friedman wrote.

Computer models had predicted the attackers would prevail in two of the scenarios.

The manager investigated and found that shortly before the June 26 test, two security workers employed by
Wackenhut Services Inc. were inappropriately allowed to view the computer simulations of the four scenarios,
the report said.
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